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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
FOR APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR
2005

TUESDAY, MARCH 9, 2004

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON READINESS
AND MANAGEMENT SUPPORT,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC.

MILITARY READINESS PROGRAMS

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:30 p.m. in room
SR-232A, Russell Senate Office Building, Senator John Ensign
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Ensign, McCain, Inhofe,
Cornyn, Akaka, E. Benjamin Nelson, and Pryor.

Committee staff member present: Leah C. Brewer, nominations
and hearings clerk.

Majority staff members present: L. David Cherington, counsel,
William C. Greenwalt, professional staff member; Gregory T. Kiley,
professional staff member; Lucian L. Niemeyer, professional staff
member; and Joseph T. Sixeas, professional staff member.

Minority staff members present: Maren R. Leed, professional
staff member; Peter K. Levine, minority counsel; and Michael J.
McCord, professional staff member.

Staff assistants present: Andrew W. Florell and Sara R. Mareno.

Committee members’ assistants present: Christopher J. Paul and
Dan Twining, assistants to Senator McCain; John A. Bonsell, as-
sistant to Senator Inhofe; D’Arcy Grisier, assistant to Senator En-
sign; William K. Sutey, assistant to Senator Bill Nelson; Andrew
Shapiro, assistant to Senator Clinton; and Terri Glaze, assistant to
Senator Pryor.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN ENSIGN, CHAIRMAN

Senator ENSIGN. Good afternoon, everyone, and welcome.

The Subcommittee on Readiness and Management Support
meets today to begin our hearings for the fiscal year 2005 Defense
Authorization Request. Before we begin—and Senator Akaka will
be with us in just a moment—I'd like to thank him. We worked to-
gether and had a great team last year, worked across party lines,
and put the Armed Services and the defense of our country first
and foremost before any political considerations, and I just want to
say thank you to him and to his staff publicly today.

(D
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This subcommittee enjoys a broad charter, the result of oversight
responsibility in areas that are as diverse as they are plentiful.
Over the next 5 weeks, the subcommittee will be examining a num-
ber of issues relevant to ensuring the readiness of the Armed
Forces and the effective management of the Department of Defense
and the four Services. In addition to today’s discussion on military
readiness programs, the subcommittee’s agenda for this session in-
cludes: on March 23, a hearing on Defense Department financial
management policies and practice; on April 1, a hearing on issues
related to military installation and the Department’s budget re-
quest for military construction; and on April 6, a hearing to exam-
ine Defense Department acquisition policies. We have a great deal
of work ahead in this session, and I am looking forward to getting
started.

Our focus this afternoon will be to discuss key military readiness
programs of the Services. These include programs that support op-
eration and maintenance of ships, aircraft, tanks, and related sys-
tems; train personnel; provide for logistics; and maintain base fa-
cilities. I'm looking forward to candid assessment from each of the
witnesses on the current status of these programs and their assess-
ment on how these programs are supporting the overall readiness
of the Services today.

The President has proposed a $102.6 billion request for the readi-
ness programs of the active and Reserve components for fiscal year
2005. This is a 5.1 percent real increase over current spending plan
for fiscal year 2004. While we have received the Services’ lists of
requirements for fiscal year 2005 that were not included in the
budget request, I am particularly encouraged to see that the Presi-
dent was able to meet over 96 percent of the funding requirements
for the coming fiscal year for each of the Services with his budget
proposal. Given the challenges facing the military today to main-
tain a fully ready force while defending the homeland, fighting the
war a terrorism, and supporting the transitions to peaceful democ-
racies in Iraq and Afghanistan, I believe this request is right on
the mark.

We will be specifically interested to learn from the witnesses
today their assessment of how the President’s budget request for
fiscal year 2005 will support readiness programs and what the po-
tential implications would be of any reduction in the President’s re-
quest. In addition to your thoughts on the budget for readiness pro-
grams, we will also be interested in learning about the progress
that each of your services has made in resetting units that have
returned to their home stations from deployments in support of Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom. Finally,
we look forward to hearing your views on any long-term readiness
issues that could develop as a result of the sustained deployment
of military units for contingency operations.

I am convinced that we must support the Department’s man-
power enhancement initiatives. With active component/Reserve
component rebalancing and the military-to-civilian conversion ini-
tiatives, we can fully maximize the talents and skills of at least
70,000 service members that are resident today within the active,
Reserve, and National Guard. We simply cannot afford to have to-
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day’s service men and women serving in billets and occupational
specialities that are not essential for 21st century challenges.

Further, I believe that time is of the essence. The costs of not im-
plementing these initiatives are simply too high. Every day, some-
one decides either to continue in the service or to seek relevance
in the growing civilian economy. We have such a tremendously ca-
pable group of men and women in uniform, and I don’t want to lose
them.

The Defense Department’s initiatives will greatly increase the
readiness, responsibility, and flexibility of the force. For me, this is
the bottom line. I look forward to each of the witnesses taking a
moment to share their views on these initiatives.

We are privileged to have testifying before us a panel represent-
ing each of the Services. All are exceptionally qualified officers join-
ing us today: General George W. Casey, Jr., Vice Chief of Staff,
United States Army; Admiral Michael G. Mullen, Vice Chief of
Naval Operations, United States Navy; General T. Michael
Moseley, Vice Chief of Staff, United States Air Force; and Lieuten-
ant General Jan C. Huly, Deputy Commandant of the Marine
Corps for Plans, Policies, and Operations, United States Marine
Corps. Many thanks to each of you for joining us today.

Now I turn to the distinguished ranking member, who I said
some nice things about before you got here. Welcome, Senator
Akaka.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. AKAKA

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator ENSIGN. As a matter of fact, it was a brilliant, glowing
statement. [Laughter.]

Senator AKAKA. Thank you. I'll look at the record. [Laughter.]

I'm delighted to be here with you and working with you, Mr.
Chairman.

I want to begin by saying how much we appreciate what the
brave men and women of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine
Corps, who are putting their lives on the line for America, are
doing for our country. We're proud of them and all of the leadership
of the military. Our men and women in uniform around the world
are in our thoughts and prayers, and you and your soldiers, sailors,
airmen, and marines all have our sincere gratitude.

I want to also welcome our panelists here this afternoon, and
thank you for sharing your insights with us on readiness today. We
appreciate your being here. I want to welcome you, individually,
General Casey and Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and I under-
stand Jenny is here—oh, yes, welcome—and also General Huly.

Each year when we conduct this hearing, I think we have
reached the peak of strain on our forces; but each year, the stress
on our forces gets worse. I sincerely hope that this year does rep-
resent the peak, as the level of engagement of our forces right now
is very high and is a significant strain. I also hope that the efforts
each of your Services are making to reduce their strain are effec-
tive. So even if our military is faced with the same level of oper-
ational commitments in the future, the burden on our personnel
and their families will be lessened.
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While I have every confidence in our Armed Forces and their
ability to excel at whatever we might ask of them, I want to ensure
that we continue to provide the support that they need as we go
forward. We have had a lot of testimony already this year about
possible shortfalls in supplemental funding for the remainder of
this year, and the timing of any supplemental funding for next
year, both of which will have a significant impact on the services’
ability to reconstitute their forces and reset their future operations.
Between now and then, we will consider the fiscal year 2005 budg-
et request, which we will get more into today.

I must add that, for our part, as we consider that request, I hope
that Congress does not compound the challenges facing the services
by making deep cuts in operation and maintenance accounts.

That said, and as was the case last year, we find ourselves con-
sidering a budget request that seems disconnected from current re-
ality because it assumes ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan will stop by September 30. I hope that the Senate will be able
to remedy that disconnect in our upcoming budget resolution, at
least to a certain extent; but, in the meantime, we find ourselves
examining a so-called peacetime budget when we know that at
least some of our forces will continue to be deployed in Iraq and
Afghanistan at the beginning of next fiscal year.

Despite these artificialities, our challenge is to provide the
strongest possible foundation for the readiness of our forces in this
year’s authorization act. As I have reviewed your requests, I have
some concerns about certain readiness areas. I am particularly con-
cerned about apparent shortfalls in depot maintenance, which most
of you have funded at 84 percent, or lower, of your known peace-
time requirements. I am also worried about funding for base oper-
ating support and the possible sources of funds you will decrement
to pay mandatory bills in this area as the fiscal year proceeds.

Hopefully, your testimony and our discussions today will shed
light on some of the considerations behind the decisions reflected
in this budget. I also hope to gain a deeper appreciation for your
short- and long-term readiness concerns, and any help that we may
be able to provide.

Again, I welcome our witnesses and look forward to your testi-
mony.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator ENSIGN. Thank you.

Before proceeding, I want to note that we will only be discussing
topics today at the unclassified level. I remind each of you to keep
that in mind. Also, without objection, your full statements will be
made part of the record. We look forward to your personal presen-
tations here, and then we’ll have a period of questions and an-
swers.

We have a vote that’s going to start about 2:45, and Senator
Akaka’s going to go to the floor and vote, and then come back, and
then I'll go—so we won’t keep you any longer today than is abso-
lutely necessary.

So, General Casey, we’ll just start with you, and work down the
table.
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STATEMENT OF GEN GEORGE W. CASEY, JR., USA, VICE CHIEF
OF STAFF, UNITED STATES ARMY

General CASEY. Great, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear today to discuss the
Army’s readiness and our plans to meet current worldwide commit-
ments while we simultaneously transform to a more versatile, agile
joint and expeditionary force.

I thank the members of the committee for their continued sup-
Rort to the men and women in uniform that make up our great

rmy.

For us, with over 320,000 soldiers deployed in 120 countries
worldwide, the Army is clearly remaining actively engaged in sup-
port of our Nation’s operational requirements. Approximately
165,000 of our soldiers are overseas on 12-month unaccompanied
tours, and the vast majority of these troops are engaged in combat
operations in the U.S. Central Command area of operations.

Currently, the equivalent of eight Army divisions are either de-
ploying to or redeploying from overseas missions. This constitutes
the largest movement of U.S. forces since World War II. Couple
that with the mobilization of more than 150,000 combat-ready Na-
tional Guard and Army Reserve soldiers, and you can see this is
an unprecedented moment in the Army’s history. Today, Senators,
it is not business as usual for your United States Army.

Our commitments have highlighted stressors, as Senator Akaka
mentioned, and the Army has embarked on a series of initiatives
to reduce these stresses, to improve our capabilities, and to trans-
f(ﬁrm ourselves to a more joint and expeditionary force in this dec-
ade.

First, we are rebalancing capabilities between our active and Re-
serve component forces to improve our strategic flexibility. We re-
moved more than 100,000 positions to relieve the burden on low-
density, high-demand units; for example, military policemen (MPs).

Second, we are reorganizing our combat formations into modular,
brigade-sized formation to make them more self-sufficient and more
readily available for force packaging. We intend to increase the
number of active brigades from 33 to 43 by fiscal year 2007, and
also to convert our 34 National Guard brigades to modular forma-
tions. This process has already begun at Fort Stewart, Georgia,
with the 3rd Infantry Division. As I mentioned to you yesterday,
to accomplish building these 10 brigades, the President and the
Secretary of Defense have approved our request to grow the Army
by 30,000 beyond its statutory end strength under the authorities
of title 10, section 123(a). We ask for your support on this. It will
enable us to significantly improve our capabilities, about a 30-per-
cent increase in our combat power.

Third, we are initiating a force-stabilization program to increase
unit readiness, reduce personnel turbulence, and make life more
predictable for our soldiers, units, and families. Under this pro-
gram, units will form, train, and stay together for roughly 36
months, enhancing unit cohesion and, thereby, unit effectiveness.
Soldiers will remain assigned to installations for 6 to 7 years, as
opposed to the 3-year tour that we normally have folks on now.
This will improve predictability again, and allow their families to
grow some roots in the community. These efforts, taken together,
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will yield an Army that has the right capabilities to respond rap-
idly and decisively to future challenges that our country might face.

While moving forward on these initiatives, the Army must also
address continuing areas of interest affecting our people and our
infrastructure. This includes providing our forces with the right
equipment for the missions in the global war on terrorism; recon-
stituting our equipment returning from Operation Iraqi Freedom
(OIF) and Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) to a rigorous long-
range plan we call Setting the Force; third, ensuring that our mod-
ernization efforts continue to bear fruit, as with the recent fielding
of our Stryker Brigade that went from concept to Iraq in 4 years—
this is a significant accomplishment; fourth, providing our uni-
formed and civilian members the quality of life that is the equiva-
lent of the society they defend; and, lastly, improving the quality
of our installations.

Our commitment to improve current and future readiness is
steadfast, even when this entails making tough choices, such as
canceling the Comanche aircraft program. Now, we can talk about
it in the questions and answers, but we need the committee’s sup-
port to retain the Comanche resources to fix Army aviation.

The 2005 President’s budget will enable our Army to provide our
combatant commanders with the requisite land-power capabilities
for the global war on terrorism, homeland defense, and other
worldwide commitments. It covers our baseline operations, the 15
critical systems in our recapitalization program, and our trans-
formation program. It does not address the ongoing missions in
Iraq and Afghanistan, and the recovery from those missions.

Your support of this budget and war-related costs of our ongoing
operations is critical if our units are to continue their remarkable
performance and remain ready for future contingencies.

We appreciate your dedication to your military and to America’s
sons and daughters, who are operating selflessly around the world
defending this great country.

Thank you, Senator, for the opportunity. I look forward to taking
your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Casey follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY GEN GEORGE W. CASEY, JR., USA
INTRODUCTION

Chairman Ensign, Senator Akaka, members of the committee—I appreciate the
opportunity to appear before you to discuss the Army’s readiness and our plans to
meet current worldwide commitments, while we simultaneously transform to a more
flexible, capable, joint, and expeditionary force.

I thank the members of the committee for their continued outstanding support to
the men and women in uniform, who make up our great Army. Your concern, reso-
lute action, and deep commitment to America’s sons and daughters are widely recog-
nized throughout the ranks of our Service.

CURRENT POSTURE

With over 320,000 soldiers deployed in 120 countries worldwide, the Army re-
mains actively engaged in support of the Nation’s operational requirements. Ap-
proximately 165,000 of our soldiers are overseas on 12-month, unaccompanied tours,
and the vast majority of these troops are engaged in combat operations in the U.S.
Central Command Area of Operations. Currently, the equivalent of eight Army divi-
sions is either deploying to or redeploying from our overseas missions, including Op-
erations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom in Southwest Asia, the Stabilization
Force and Kosovo Force in the Balkans, and the Multinational Force and Observers
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mission in the Sinai. This constitutes the largest movement of U.S. forces since
World War II. Couple that with the mobilization of more than 150,000 combat-ready
National Guard and Army Reserve soldiers, and you can see that this is an unprece-
dented moment in the Army’s history.

The Army is the dominant land campaign force for our combatant commanders.
Our centerpiece is the American soldier. Today, these great soldiers are performing
extraordinarily well in tough combat and stability operations around the world.
They understand their missions and willingly undertake their roles with pride and
determination. They make a difference every day.

READINESS AND TRAINING

While the situations these forces face are challenging, I am struck by how well
our combat training centers and institutional education programs have prepared our
leaders and soldiers for their missions and for the rigors of combat operations.

Our combat formations headed to Operation Iraqi Freedom have received a full-
spectrum train-up, either at the National Training Center at Fort Irwin, California,
the Joint Readiness Training Center at Fort Polk, Louisiana, or the Combat Maneu-
ver Training Center at Hoenfels, Germany. This realistic preparation is based upon
the lessons we gleaned from our combat operations and our ongoing security oper-
ations in Iraq and Afghanistan.

The Army’s training programs have also been, and will continue to be, the cul-
tural drivers for the future. Leaders will not learn what to think, but instead how
to think—jointly, strategically, and within the context of an expeditionary mindset.
We will continue to invest in cutting edge facilities and technology and constantly
modify our curricula to reflect current and expected threats, and incorporate the les-
sons of actual operations, as we already are doing with the experience gained in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq.

THE ONE ARMY CONCEPT

Side by side, the active component, Army National Guard, and Army Reserve
have proven that they are a combat-capable and ready team. Our Reserve compo-
nents have shared a substantial portion of the Army’s mission since September 11,
201(()11. Our successes would not have been possible without our Reserve component
soldiers.

Currently, we are in the process of deploying three more enhanced Separate Bri-
gades: the 39th Infantry Brigade from the Arkansas National Guard with the 1st
Cavalry Division; the 30th Infantry Brigade from the North Carolina National
Guard with the 1st Infantry Division; and the 81st Infantry Brigade from the Wash-
ington National Guard to CJTF-7, and large numbers of combat support and com-
bat service support soldiers from across the country. These units are well-equipped,
well-trained, and well-prepared for their missions.

MITIGATING STRATEGIC RISK THROUGH INCREASED LAND-POWER CAPABILITY

Our Nation and Army are at war. Our extensive commitments have highlighted
stresses to our forces, which have existed for some time. To mitigate risk, our Army
has embarked on a series of initiatives including the implementation of the human
resources and competitive sourcing initiatives in the President’s Management Agen-
da (PMA). I would like to address several of these initiatives today, because it is
important to understand how the Army is transforming itself as we provide trained
and ready forces to combatant commanders.

First, we are rebalancing capabilities between our active and Reserve component
forces to improve our strategic flexibility. Second, we are reorganizing our combat
formations into modular, brigade-based formations to make them more self-suffi-
cient and to facilitate force packaging. Third, we are initiating a force stabilization
program to increase unit readiness, reduce personnel turbulence, and make life
more predictable for our soldiers, units, and families.

These efforts will yield an Army that has the right capabilities to respond rapidly
and decisively to future challenges.

REBALANCING OUR ARMY

Being an Army at war provides focus and insights as we rebalance to meet the
challenges of the emerging operational environment. We recognize that we must
provide our Nation with full-spectrum, ground combat and support capabilities that
can defeat adaptive enemies anywhere in the world.

Our challenge is not necessarily that we have too few soldiers. Instead, it stems
from the fact that our formations, designed for the Cold War, must now meet the
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requirements of the global war on terrorism and other operations, which will persist
for years to come. To meet the challenges of the future, we are rebalancing more
than 100,000 spaces in our active and Reserve components—converting them to re-
lieve the burden on the low density/high demand units, e.g., military police. We also
are converting military billets now doing commercial activities to either civilian em-
ployees or contracts, which will assist in meeting the Department of Defense’s Busi-
ness Initiative Council’s goals and provide us more warfighter/core staffing.

We accelerated this process after September 11, 2001, to alleviate the stress
placed on our most-needed units. In compliance with Secretary of Defense’s guid-
ance to minimize involuntary mobilizations within the first 30 days of a contin-
gency, we made further progress in 2003. We expect Army rebalancing measures to
continue with the same momentum in 2004, 2005, and beyond. Our National Guard
and Army Reserve have been, and will continue to be, integral to the planning and
decisionmaking process for this effort.

MODULARITY

In addition to rebalancing our forces, we are creating a brigade-based, modular
Army to enhance responsiveness and to increase our joint and expeditionary capa-
bilities. Webster’s defines modularity as “composed of standardized units for easy
construction or flexible arrangements.” Although this may seem to be an over-
simplification of what the Army is doing, it is precisely our concept.

The basic maneuver element in the modular Army will be the unit of action, simi-
lar to today’s brigade. Units of action will be flexible, self-contained, and capable
across the entire operational spectrum.

The Army intends to increase the number of active component brigades from 33
to 43 by fiscal year 2007; at that time, we will decide whether to continue the proc-
ess to achieve 48 brigades. During the same time period, Army National Guard Bri-
gades will reorganize into 34 brigade-size units using the same modular design as
the active component.

The Chief of Staff has approved the initial modular design of the 3rd Infantry Di-
vision and its transformation is under way. Following rigorous training, to include
rotations through our combat training centers at Fort Polk, Louisiana, and Fort
Irwin, California, the division will be reset for potential deployment anywhere in the
world as early as the first quarter of fiscal year 2005.

FORCE STABILIZATION

The challenges associated with current operational requirements place significant
stress on our existing force structure, both active and Reserve. The approval of a
temporary end-strength increase affords us the opportunity to implement perma-
nent initiatives aimed at mitigating that stress to the force which is consistent with
our PMA human capital initiative.

The force stabilization initiative consists of two complementary policies: unit-fo-
cused stability and home basing. Under home basing, soldiers will remain at their
initial installation for 6 to 7 years—well beyond the current 3-year average. Unit-
focused stability will allow soldiers to arrive, train, and serve together for roughly
36 months, enhancing unit cohesion, training effectiveness and readiness. During
the unit’s operational cycle, soldiers can expect to complete an operational deploy-
ment rotation of 6 to 12 months. Overall, with force stabilization, units will have
more reliable training and deployment schedules, and soldiers and families will get
a greater sense of predictability.

INSTALLATIONS

Installations are essential to maintaining the Army; they serve as our flagships.
Our short-term installation plans center on three essential tasks: posturing installa-
tions as deployment platforms with robust, reach-back capabilities; adjusting instal-
lation support to meet the needs of an Army at war and transforming; and support-
ing the well-being of all soldiers and their families.

Many of our installations require restoration and modernization to enable Army
transformation and the rotation-based system of global engagement. In the past, the
Army has repeatedly accepted risk in infrastructure and installation services in
order to maintain warfighting capabilities and readiness; as a result, facility condi-
tions have deteriorated. We are in the process of reversing the decay, but much re-
mains to be done on installations that will continue after the forthcoming base re-
alignment and closure (BRAC) round. Our overall goal is to achieve C-2 quality
(minimal impact on mission accomplishment) by 2010, with specific facility types
achieving C-1 ratings. In fiscal year 2005, the President’s budget has programmed
$2.5 billion for sustainment, restoration and modernization (SRM) to stop deteriora-
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tion and to improve our facilities; within that sum, sustainment dollars will cover
95 percent of requirements. We also have increased base operations support funding
in fiscal year 2005.

QUALITY OF LIFE

The Army strives to provide its members, uniformed and civilian, a quality of life
equivalent to the society they defend. They deserve nothing less. To help fulfill this
obligation, we have increased soldier compensation and decreased out-of-pocket
housing expenses. In fiscal year 2004, out-of-pocket housing costs will drop from 7.5
percent to 3.5 percent; we are on a glide path to cutting those expenses to zero in
fiscal year 2005.

Our Army also is improving the housing itself. Through the Residential Commu-
nities Initiative and the Army Family Housing program, 17,000 of our 100,000 sets
of quarters will be renovated by the end of 2005.

In addition, this year we inaugurated a program with the private sector to in-
crease employment opportunities for our Army spouses. Our objective in fiscal year
2005 is for 55 percent of spouses seeking employment to obtain positions through
these corporate sponsorships.

EQUIPPING THE FORCE

Providing our forces with the right equipment for the missions in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan and the global war on terrorism is an imperative. To this end, we are
adapting and improving our acquisition and fielding processes to better support our
warfighter. Thanks to congressional support in the fiscal years 2003 and 2004 emer-
gency supplemental appropriations, our Army has been able to obtain and field solu-
tions to $4.4 billion of operational requirements. For example, in fiscal year 2003
we implemented our Rapid Fielding Initiative (RFI) to ensure that all of our troops
deploy with the latest available equipment. We substantially compressed the pro-
curement and fielding cycle and revised schedules to support unit rotation plans.

Our fiscal year 2004 goal for RFI is to upgrade a minimum of 16 brigade combat
teams, to include three Reserve Component Enhanced Separate Brigades, serving
in Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom. More than $100 mil-
lion have been programmed to continue RFI in fiscal year 2005.

Additionally, the Army has established a Rapid Equipping Force (REF) that
works directly with operational commanders to find solutions to operational require-
ments. These solutions may be off-the-shelf or near-term developmental items that
can be made quickly available. We also created a task force to safeguard our soldiers
from improvised explosive devices (IEDs). Its work is saving lives in the Operation
Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom areas of operation. In fiscal year
2004, the IED initiative was funded solely through existing Army programs, at a
cost of $21 million. In light of its success, our Army has decided to make the task
force a permanent organization.

Our modernization efforts continue and are bearing fruit, as evidenced by the re-
cent fielding and deployment to Iraq of our first Stryker Brigade Combat Team
(SBCT). Our second SBCT will become operational this spring, and the third in
2005. Three more SBCTs will be fielded through 2008.

Our commitment to improve current and future readiness is steadfast, even when
that entails making tough choices, such as canceling the Comanche program.
Though it was a difficult decision, we believe it was unquestionably the right one.
By reallocating funds originally intended for Comanche the Army can buy almost
800 new aircraft, upgrade or modernize an additional 1,400 aircraft—modernization
for almost 70 percent of our fleet—and outfit our aircraft with the survivability
equipment they need. In fiscal year 2005 alone, the Army will convert 19 Apaches
to the Longbow configuration, upgrade 5 Black Hawks to the UH-60M configura-
tion, purchase 27 new UH-60Ls; buy four new CH-47Fs; convert 16 existing CH—
47s into F and G models; and procure 160 new, higher-power CH-47 engines. In
addition, our Army will start a Lightweight Utility Helicopter program, under which
we will acquire 10 new, off-the-shelf aircraft in fiscal year 2005. We need your sup-
port to use the Comanche resources to fix Army aviation.

SETTING THE FORCE

We are in the process of reconstituting our equipment returning from Operations
Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom through a rigorous, long-range plan known
as “Setting the Force.” This program, which is designed to restore our units and
equipment stocks to predeployment levels of readiness so they are rapidly ready for
follow on missions. The goal is for all returning active and Army Reserve units to
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achieve this level of combat readiness within 6 months after their arrival at home
station. For National Guard units, the target is one year.

The Army’s Reset Task Force has determined the repair requirements for all Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom 1 units. The workload consists of approximately 1,000 avia-
tion systems, 12,467,000 communications and electronics systems, 5,700 combat/
tracked vehicles, 45,700 wheeled vehicles, 1,400 missile systems, 9 Patriot battal-
ions, and approximately 232,200 various other systems. The basic reset plan incor-
?orzittes the use of domestic and overseas depot, installation and commercial repair
acilities.

As part of setting the force, our Army also will have to replace those weapons and
systems destroyed on the battlefield or too badly damaged to be repaired economi-
cally. The procurement requirements established through our Reset Task Force
cover only known losses at this point and we expect that they will grow as oper-
ations continue. We also predict that, as we inspect and repair equipment, the num-
ber of items catalogued as uneconomically repairable will increase.

CONCLUSION

In closing, the fiscal year 2005 budget will enable our Army to provide our com-
batant commanders the requisite land-power capabilities for the global war on ter-
rorism, homeland defense and other worldwide commitments. It will enable us to
provide our soldiers with the best available technology and materiel, and to properly
train them to handle any situation or challenge they encounter. The fiscal year 2005
request covers our baseline operations, the 15 critical systems in our recapitaliza-
tion program and our transformation program. It does not address the ongoing mis-
sions in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Our soldiers continue to perform magnificently around the globe. Simultaneously
executing the global war on terrorism, implementing our modularity and trans-
formation initiatives and setting the force will be a challenge that is consistent with
fulfilling the President’s Management Agenda. However, it is also an opportunity to
reshape ourselves for the future that we cannot pass up.

Your support of this budget and for our ongoing operations, specifically in Iraq
and Afghanistan, is critical if our units are to continue their remarkable perform-
ance and to be ready for future contingencies.

We appreciate your dedication to your military and to America’s sons and daugh-
ters, who are serving selflessly throughout the world to make America safe and free.
Thank you again for the opportunity to discuss our Army and I look forward to an-
swering any questions you may have.

Senator ENSIGN. Thank you, General Casey.
Admiral Mullen.

STATEMENT OF ADM MICHAEL G. MULLEN, USN, VICE CHIEF
OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, UNITED STATES NAVY

Admiral MULLEN. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman.

I, too, greatly appreciate the opportunity to appear before you,
along with my joint-service counterparts, to discuss one of the most
important topics to our military and the security of our Nation, the
state of the current and future readiness of your Navy.

I would, first, like to report that the fiscal year 2004 supple-
mental funding that you provided last year has gone precisely
where we said it was needed most. I'm very grateful for that. Most
shortfalls we had are being filled, and the readiness gaps are, in
large part, solved. The Navy could, in the very near future, rapidly
surge up to six carrier strike groups within 30 days, and two more
soon thereafter, what we call “Six Plus Two,” as well as similar
quantities of amphibious forces, providing options and significant
combat capability for the President, just like that provided at the
height of OIF, just 1 year ago. This is the return on your readiness
investment.

The Navy has some unplanned expenditures tied to the current
movement of forces into Iraq for OIF 2. I expect the Department
of Defense to cover as much of these costs as possible from re-
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sources managed centrally by the Comptroller, such as the Iraqi
Freedom Fund. While we continue to be forward-deployed in sup-
port of OIF and OEF, the most joint operations ever, our new em-
ployment initiatives have provided a more flexible, sustainable ro-
tational force. That newly-organized force is still forward-deployed,
but now is coupled with a significant surgable combat-ready ele-
ment in home waters.

My written testimony goes into some detail about our Fleet Re-
sponse Plan (FRP), but the bottom line is that we have stabilized
the force; and our new employment construct would allow us to re-
peat what we did a year ago, later this year. We are producing the
best readiness levels I have seen in my career.

We have also instituted other organizational changes to increase
our current readiness and accelerate our advantages. Validating a
new force-packaging concept, Expeditionary Strike Group 1 returns
today from its first operational deployment. Expeditionary strike
groups (ESG) combine Navy deep strike and Marine forcible entry
capabilities, portending new concepts of operations for ship-to-ob-
jective strikes deep inland and the potential for significant near
covert operations executed from sea bases offshore. ESGs provide
new, powerful, and flexible options.

Commander Navy Installations Command was stood up and was
established to centrally manage all of our shore installations, pro-
mote best-practices development, and increase efficiencies, saving
approximately $1.2 billion across the Future Years Defense Plan
(FYDP). This is partially in response to a conversation we had the
other day. We're taking significant steps forward to manage the
Department more efficiently, to look for resources from within.

For recapitalization and future readiness, we have identified
$12.4 billion in cost savings and requirements mitigation over the
next 5 years to further our Seapower 21 vision. Multi-year procure-
ment contracts and economic order-quantity purchases are already
generating savings. The F-18E/F multi-year procurement contract
is expected to save us in excess of $1 billion across the FYDP, for
example.

This past year also validates the strategic value of sea-basing.
During the opening hours of OIF, sea-basing enabled a three-axis
attack on Iraq. More recently, the Navy’s military sealift command
has moved over 9.8 million square feet of joint-force cargo over the
last 6 months in support of the largest force rotation since World
War II.

We will continue to budget the resources to make this a true na-
tional capability. Our vision is to support as much of the joint
fighting force as required when facing an anti-access environment,
or host-nation support is unavailable or overly restrictive.

Admiral Clark and I are confident that the Navy’s fiscal year
2005 budget submission will provide the right readiness at the
right cost for the right force as we continue to fight the global war
on terrorism. Units are now maintaining extended periods of com-
bat readiness to meet our Nation’s needs, known and unknown. We
have, however, taken some well-considered risk in this budget pro-
posal as we balanced our efforts between current readiness, future
readiness, and the overall health of the Navy. There is no fat in
the readiness accounts.
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I would like to draw your attention to some potential challenges.
There is little to no excess capacity in the public ship-repair indus-
trial base. It’'s at full capacity, and working overtime, in most
cases. Our fiscal year 2004 planned maintenance requirements
modestly exceeded our full capacity, causing us, again, to defer
some work to fiscal year 2005. There is some risk associated with
this lack of excess capacity, and the ship industrial base must be
very carefully managed if we are to sustain our ability to surge;
and we are doing that. The FRP and our continuous maintenance
philosophy are also mitigating some of this risk.

Stockpiles of precision-guided munitions (PGM) are slightly
below current requirements. The Navy has, however, programmed
and funded PGM production, and we will see our stocks replen-
ished by the end of this budget period.

Finally, I believe that encroachment of our training areas will
not abate. Encroachment directly impacts current, and certainly fu-
ture readiness, and the risk rises each time our forces enter combat
with less than realistic training. I would ask for your continued
leadership and support in resolving this challenge, challenge for
the long-term health of the military services.

On the whole, you should be confident that we have provided the
best budget possible based on what we know today. Readiness at
any cost is also unacceptable. We have striven to reasonably spend
the taxpayers’ dollar to provide for a ready Navy. We believe that
our readiness accounts are properly balanced and, outside of un-
foreseen changes in our obligations, on solid financial footing.

Mr. Chairman, Senator Akaka, in closing, I, again, would like to
express my great appreciation for your enduring and exceptional
support. The Navy was, is, and always will be a rotationally de-
ployed force providing joint combatant commanders with persistent
combat-credible naval power. The Navy is now providing a signifi-
cant surge capability, as well. The nation’s investment in the
United States Navy is providing solid returns in the form of com-
bat-ready forces. These are dollars well spent.

I thank you for your time here today, and look forward to taking
your questions.

[The prepared statement of Admiral Mullen follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY ADM MICHAEL G. MULLEN, USN

Chairman Ensign, Senator Akaka, and distinguished members of this subcommit-
tee, I am extremely pleased to testify before you, along with my Service counter-
parts, on the readiness of our military forces. Current readiness continues to be one
of the Chief of Naval Operation’s (CNO) top priorities and, with your enduring and
generous support, we have built and organized a Navy that is truly ready, in every
regard; more so today than ever before. Forward deployed with a significant surge
capability poised to go, our forces are able to take credible, persistent combat power
to the far corners of the Earth.

In the fall, I testified before Congress that the CNO’s goal for 2004 was to con-
stitute and “reset the force.” Later this year, the U.S. Navy will be fully ready to
do it again. We will be able to provide combat forces on par with the OIF effort.
A combat power that is ready around the world, around the clock; enabled by surge
naval forces if called. This gives our President options. The exceptional support of
this committee and Congress has enabled the Navy to wisely invest the taxpayer
dollar; an unprecedented level of readiness now is the return on that important in-
vestment in the Navy. Before I go into more detail on current readiness and our
fiscal year 2005 budget request to support continued readiness of naval forces, I will
review the remarkable events and circumstances of the past year.
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LAST YEAR IN REVIEW

At this time last year, 168 Navy ships and over 77,000 sailors were deployed
around the world supporting the global war on terrorism and in position to execute
Operation Iraqi Freedom. In total, 221 of our then 306 ships—representing 73 per-
cent of our force—were underway, including 7 of 12 carrier strike groups, 9 of 12
expeditionary strike groups, and 33 of 54 attack submarines. The Navy and Marine
Corps alone had nearly 600 aircraft forward deployed in support of these operations.
SEALSs, construction battalions (SEABEES), Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD)
teams, port operations support units, maritime patrol squadrons, medical teams,
and naval coastal warfare units were also deployed overseas, all well-trained and
ready for real world combat operations. Twenty-one combat logistics and 76 sealift
ships provided the movement and sustainment for this fighting force. It was a tre-
mendous and superbly executed effort that projected decisive combat power across
the globe in concert with our joint partners.

Naval forces were integrated into joint and coalition operations in support of Op-
eration Enduring Freedom (OEF) and Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF). In the case
of OIF, our forces provided the joint force commander a capability to strike deep in-
land from the sovereign operational sea bases provided by our aircraft carriers and
other naval combatants. OEF and OIF were the most joint operations in our history,
providing valuable lessons learned that will enhance our power projection (Sea
Strike), our defensive protection (Sea Shield) and the operational independence af-
forded by the freedom to maneuver on the sea (Sea Basing). The lessons learned
thus far reaffirm that the capabilities-based investment strategy, new warfighting
concepts and enabling technologies we are now pursuing in the Sea Power 21 vision
are right on course. Just a few examples of our warfighting investments in light of
these lessons include:

e Purchasing precision guided munitions at the maximum rate currently
possible;

¢ Enhancing the proven capability of Tomahawk cruise missiles;

o Accelerating science and technology (S&T) programs that proved effective
in mine clearance; and

e Instituting new employment concepts to better utilize our existing forces.

The capabilities-based transformation of our individual platforms and new operat-
ing concepts for the force continue to accelerate our advantages as the appropria-
tions provided by this Congress become reality in the fleet. We must stay ready as
well as invest in the future.

Our Navy achieved many successes the past year, including some new high water
marks in our priority areas:

Sea Strike

Sea Strike was an important contributor to successful combat operations during
OIF, particularly during the crucial opening hours and days. In 2003, Navy flew
nearly 9,000 sorties, fired over 800 Tomahawk missiles and delivered over 15,000
marines to the fight in support of the joint force. The Navy delivered combat power
where it was needed, when it was needed; providing tactical surprise, persistence
and deep reach to the combatant commander from flexible naval forces under his
command. The Navy strongly demonstrated its ability to conduct strike operations
deep inland in concert with ground forces—whether Marine Corps, Special Oper-
ations or Army—to contribute to the decisive defeat of an armed adversary. We are
also enhancing our power projection capabilities as we transform, providing flexible
strike forces that are ready and immediately employable to the President.

This past year we deployed the Navy and Marine Corps’ first Expeditionary Strike
Group (ESG 1), pairing the deep striking power of U.S.S. Port Royal (CG 72), U.S.S.
Decatur (DDG 73), and the submarine U.S.S. Greenville (SSN 772) to the traditional
forcible entry capabilities of our marines enabled by U.S.S. Peleliu (LHA 5), U.S.S.
Ogden (LPD 5), and U.S.S. Germantown (LSD 42). This ESG provides increased ca-
pability to the joint combatant commander that is persistent and sovereign. The fu-
ture addition of destroyer-experimental (DD(X)) and Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) short
take-off/vertical landing variant (STOVL) to ESGs will greatly enhance these al-
ready tremendous combat forces. We also benefited this past year from the first fleet
operations of the F/A-18E/F and over the next few years are fielding two new SEAL
Teams and four nuclear-powered cruise missile attack submarines (SSGNs); which
add unique capabilities to our portfolio of naval power.

Sea Shield

We continue improving the deterrent value and the warfighting power of our
Navy through new sea shield capabilities, including: homeland defense, sea and lit-



14

toral control, and theater air and missile defense. The ESG is also evidence of the
shift in operational emphasis to providing the necessary sea shield capability re-
quired to operate in an anti-access environment.

e This year U.S.S. Higgins (DDG 76) provided early warning and tracking to joint
forces in Kuwait and southern Iraq during the war to help defend against the thea-
ter ballistic missile attacks. This capability demonstrated the initial potential of ex-
tending Sea Shield defenses to the joint force, effectively projecting defensive power
over the land battlespace.

e Three months ago, we advanced our theater missile defense capability with an-
other successful flight test of our developmental sea-based defense against short-to-
medium range ballistic missiles. U.S.S. Lake Erie (CG 70) and U.S.S. Russell (DDG
59) combined to acquire, track, and hit a ballistic test target in space with an SM—
3 missile in support of the Ballistic Missile Defense program. An effective theater
ballistic missile defense (TBMD) system is essential in the future to protect air and
sea ports of debarkation in theater, enabling the flow of military power for success-
ful Joint operations ashore.

e Our OIF mine warfare efforts cleared 913 nautical miles of water in the Khor
Abd Allah and Umm Qasr waterways, opening 21 berths in the Umm Qasr port and
clearing the way for the first coalition humanitarian aid shipments into Iraq on-
board RFA Sir Galahad, a British logistics ship. Other operations in the littoral
areas of the Northern Arabian Gulf prevented sea mines from being deployed and
secured active oil platforms, assuring maritime access to Iraq, freedom of navigation
in the entire Arabian Gulf and preventing a potential environmental disaster.

o Antiterrorism/Force Protection (AT/FP): Significant progress was made in secu-
rity, and investments in AT/FP continue as our personnel and bases remain poten-
tial terrorist targets. We significantly increased AT/FP resources: expanding our
military police forces, delivering AT/FP equipment to the end users and formalizing
fleet training and certification requirements. We also tested new systems as well as
existing systems in an AT/FP role with good success and aligned counter-terrorism
functions into the Naval Criminal Investigative Service.

Sea Basing

We are pursuing Sea Basing as an integral part of the Navy-Marine Corps team’s
transformation, encompassing and integrating powerful extensions to current Joint
capabilities. The inherent mobility, security, and flexibility of naval forces provide
an effective counter to emerging military and political limitations to overseas access.
Supporting OEF and OIF in 2003, an element of our emerging Sea Basing concept
is exemplified by the Military Sealift Command, which delivered over 32 million
square feet of combat cargo, over 34,000 tons of combat and support cargo, and more
than one billion gallons of fuel to the Nation’s warfighters in OIF. Thus, within the
Sea Basing construct, we were able to sustain the strategic and operational flexibil-
ity necessary to generate a three-axis attack in Iraq from our dispersed sea bases
of aircraft carriers, surface combatants and submarines in the Red Sea, the Medi-
terranean Sea and the Arabian Gulf. This effort continues today in support of OIF
II with 153 MSC-controlled ships activated on full operational status, 85 of them
forward deployed economically and securely delivering over 350,000 tons of cargo in
support of joint operations and the largest troop movement since World War II.

As we continue to develop and field additional elements of Joint Sea Basing with
the U.S. Marine Corps and our other sister services, we will “accelerate our advan-
tages” to assure access for joint operations wherever it is required. Sea Basing pro-
vides the dynamic access, speed of response, flexibility and persistent sustainment
capabilities necessary to execute combat operations ashore, exploiting the maneuver
space provided by the sea to enable and conduct joint operations at a time and place
of our choosing.

Sea Warrior

The human resource investment through our Sea Warrior program remains one
of our top priorities as we execute the CNO’s Guidance to “expedite Sea Warrior”
and “streamline and align the total manpower structure.” Retention has never been
better; for the third straight year we’ve seen record retention levels. In 2003 we re-
tained 60.8 percent of our first term sailors, a full four points above goal while attri-
tion was driven down to 8.2 percent, three points lower than goal. Our officer corps
chose to continue their naval careers in record numbers; our officer loss rate has
decreased from 9.5 percent in 2000 to 7.1 percent in 2003. This great retention al-
lowed us to lower our accession goal to just over 41,000, down from 56,700 in 2000,
while dramatically improving the quality of people we brought into the Navy. More
than 94 percent of our recruits held high school diplomas and some 3,200 of them
had completed at least 12 semester hours of college credits. This success stands as
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testament to our commitment . . . with your support . . . to improve the quality
of service in the Navy.

Sea Trial and Experimentation

We kept our commitment to testing and experimentation by both formalizing the
process into the Sea Trial program as well as conducting tests in support of real-
world operations where it made sense. These operations supporting OIF included
the use of the High Speed Vessel X1 (Joint Venture), Navy patrol craft and six un-
manned, autonomous underwater vehicles (AUV) directly from our science and tech-
nology (S&T) program. These successful field tests supported special operations and
mine clearance in the littoral as well as delivering important insights into our vision
for future littoral and mine warfare concepts and capabilities.

WHERE WE ARE TODAY

When I addressed Congress last October, I indicated that the Navy had begun
constituting the force. If called now, the Navy could rapidly surge six carrier strike
groups within 30 days and two more soon after—what we call “Six plus Two”—as
well as significant amphibious forces, providing flexible options and significant com-
bat capability to the President and Secretary of Defense. We reached this point by
instituting organizational changes; and in this case, an innovative new operational
employment concept called Fleet Response Plan (FRP). I will go into some detail on
this transformational concept later, but briefly, FRP fundamentally changes our ap-
proach to readiness at the unit level and provides maximum return for the tax-
payers’ dollar, and is in place now. FRP ensures that fleet units achieve combat
readiness sooner after completing a deployment and associated maintenance period.
Units also maintain that high level of readiness longer than before. The net result
is a period of extended readiness for a large portion of the force, a force that is ready
to continue rotationally deploying or, if called, ready to surge quickly for combat or
other operations. I urge your strong support of the readiness accounts in the Presi-
dent’s budget request for fiscal year 2005 which will allow me to execute this vital
new and better way to fund readiness.

Today, the Navy remains underway and forward deployed to all corners of the
world. As I provide this testimony to you, 86 ships including two carrier strike
groups, two expeditionary strike groups and one surface strike group are forward
deployed. These forces are or have been operating in support of OEF, OIF and other
operations worldwide, enhancing their coordination and value in joint operations. In
addition to this forward deployed posture, there are 66 ships and submarines under-
way conducting homeland security missions, counterdrug patrols, goodwill visits,
multi-national exercises and pre-deployment training. Units not deployed overseas
are achieving combat readiness earlier under FRP, ensuring that forces are avail-
able when called.

Also, in my fall statement to Congress, I made reference to several of the largest
challenges to reset the force. In that testimony, I discussed spares, depot mainte-
nance, precision-guided munitions, EA—6B wing panels and F/A-18 ancillary equip-
ment. Fiscal year 2004 supplemental funding met our immediate needs for these
critical capabilities and our fiscal year 2005 budget request keeps us on track for
the future—we have used your support to achieve, and crafted our fiscal year 2005
budget request to now maintain the Navy’s force constitution. We thank you for ap-
proving the supplemental last fall.

THE FLEET RESPONSE PLAN

In the CNO’s guidance for 2004, one of his major action items was to “deliver the
right readiness.” It was clear in responding to OIF that the Navy could not best
meet the long-term global war on terror force requirements using its traditional em-
ployment methods. As a result and to meet the challenges I mentioned, we under-
took, and are well underway, in the Navy’s organizational transformation. Foremost
among these changes is the way we employ our forces. I have made the point of
using the term “constitution” vice “re-constitution” to place emphasis on the fact
that we are truly involved in a transformation in the way we develop ready forces.

The Fleet Response Plan (FRP) is among the most important of those trans-
formations, and as discussed above, is the real reason we can provide such an imme-
diate surge capability close on the heels of major combat operations. The Navy has
been, is now, and will always be a rotationally deployed force. The FRP fundamen-
tally changes the way we get the fleet ready. While continuing to rotationally deploy
forces overseas, FRP institutionalizes a higher level of force employability and pro-
vides the surge capability necessitated by the global security environment. At the
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same time, we respond more flexibly by deploying for a purpose and add to the secu-
rity of our forces by becoming less predictable to those that would do us harm.

The ramp-up to support OIF, permitting the extended arrival window of five Car-
rier Strike Groups at the outset, was impressive but we cannot count on a passive
competitor in the future. The 21st century presents our Nation with varied and
deadly new threats, including regional adversaries armed with growing anti-access
capabilities and international terrorist and criminal organizations. Countering such
enemies and consistent with guidance espoused within our National Security Strat-
egy, Navy reviewed the best way to transform its Fleet employment policy. Last
May, the Chief of Naval Operations approved the Fleet Response Plan (FRP), rede-
fining our readiness process, and in doing so, provided a more responsive force to
meet our defense and military strategies, and presenting the President with more
force employment options. A premium is placed on ready, flexible forces able to
pulse rapidly either to augment forward-deployed forces or respond to crises in re-
mote and widely separated locations.

FRP not only directly meets our defense strategy requirements but also provides
the combatant commander with the tailored capabilities that will best meet their
needs. Tailored packages beyond Carrier and Expeditionary Strike Groups include
Surface Strike Groups or SSGNs in the near future. For example, the Navy is re-
sponding quickly to Haiti. The recent unplanned deployment and employment of
U.S.S. Boxer (LHD 4) and U.S.S. Bataan (LHD 5) supporting the current OIF II ro-
tation is another example of providing tailored packages to meet the mission needs
of the combatant commander. In these cases, full ESG capability was not required—
the right force at the right time was ready and is performing with characteristic
excellence. By refining our maintenance, training and manning schedules, we have
institutionalized the capability to provide six Carrier Strike Groups (CSG) within
30-days and an additional two Carrier Strike Groups within 90-days, more com-
monly known as “Six plus Two.”

I discussed CSGs because they are the most complex components to prepare for
deployment, but FRP applies to the entire fleet. With the implementation of FRP,
half of Navy forces could be ready to provide homeland defense and be either for-
ward deployed or ready to surge forward with overwhelming and decisive combat
power.

We are now focusing our readiness efforts on achieving rapid deployability once
a strike group has emerged from an extended maintenance period. This is a signifi-
cant mind-shift change from the old way of achieving deployment readiness on the
verge of the scheduled deployment date. The result is a period of extended readiness
that nearly doubles former readiness windows. Though the time that platforms are
available for employment will increase, the total time sailors are deployed will not.
The framework of FRP will allow enough structure for sailors and their families to
plan their lives, while also keeping our adversaries off balance.

The Fleet Response Plan presents the Navy the opportunity to outline an operat-
ing pattern that is irregular to our adversaries, keeping them off guard by disrupt-
ing their calculus and ability to plan their hostile actions. While flexibility has ad-
vantages, FRP must also provide combatant commanders and allies the level of pre-
dictability needed to plan U.S. Navy participation in exercises, engagement with
overseas partners and re-enforce assurances of our Nation’s commitment to the se-
curity of friends and allies.

Finally, during the additional months of readiness for surge, FRP will not in-
crease the burden on our sailors by keeping them in a constant alert status, uncer-
tain when, if, and for how long they will be summoned to respond. Of course, for
any major national crisis, the Navy will surge all the ships and aircraft with which
we need to respond. Our sailors understand that when the Nation is threatened,
their duty is to answer the call, as they have over the last 3 years. However, for
those increasingly frequent situations that deserve a response, but do not immi-
nently threaten the U.S. or its interests, a new employment concept is required.

The Navy developed the Flexible Deployment Concept (FDC) as a complement to
FRP to ensure a proper balance between readiness to surge versus the practical
need to place responsible limits on the operational tempo (OPTEMPO) of our sailors.
To provide safeguards for our people, FDC proposes the establishment of two win-
dows when ready ships could be available for employment, either on routine pres-
ence deployments in support of combatant commander objectives, or on shorter
“pulse” employment periods in response to emerging requirements. These windows
provide predictability. Sailors will know when they might be expected to deploy, and
comé)atant commanders will know which forces are ready to respond to emergent
needs.

FRP and FDC provide ready forces able to defend the homeland, respond quickly
to deter crises, defeat the intentions of an adversary, or win decisively against a



17

major enemy. This is what we now call “Presence with a Purpose.” Together they
implement the type of force employment transformation envisioned by national and
military leaders and are the most significant change in the Navy’s operational con-
struct in decades.

Of significance to this committee, FRP/FDC implementation will be accomplished
within resources already planned. We will achieve resource efficiencies in mainte-
nance and training. When considering the increased force availability gained
through this transformational change, the taxpayer gets a larger return on invest-
ment with our current force structure.

OUR FISCAL YEAR 2005 BUDGET REQUEST

The CNO is intent on “delivering the right readiness at the right cost,” as stated
in his guidance for 2004, while we accelerate our advantages to meet the challenges
of an uncertain world. Readiness is much more than a count of our end strength,
our ordnance and spares and the number of hours and days spent training. It is
the product of our ability, through all of these pieces, to deliver the required effects
needed to accomplish the mission. We know, too, that readiness at any cost is unac-
ceptable; as leaders we must achieve and deliver the right readiness at the right
cost. We have taken significant steps forward in order to assess our readiness.

The Integrated Readiness Capability Assessment (IRCA) was developed for the
fiscal year 2005 budget and beyond to more carefully examine our readiness proc-
esses. Starting with our new FRP operating construct, we took a hard look at every-
thing that we needed to have on hand and what we needed to do to deliver the re-
quired combat readiness for the Nation’s needs.

The IRCA process helped us better understand the collective contributions of all
the components of readiness, accurately define the requirements, align the proper
funding and provide a balanced investment to the right accounts. It improved our
visibility into the true requirements and it gave us a methodology to assess and un-
derstand both acceptable and unacceptable risks to our current readiness invest-
ments. Specific highlights from our fiscal year 2005 budget request are as follows:

e Ship and Aircraft Operations: We have requested funds for ship oper-
ations OPTEMPO of 51.0 days per quarter (down from 54.0 days per quar-
ter) for our deployed forces and 24 days per quarter for our non-deployed
forces (down from 28 days per quarter). Through a realignment of existing
resources, we have properly funded the flying hour account to support the
appropriate levels of readiness and longer employability requirements of
the FRP. This level of steaming and flying hours, though lower than pre-
vious years in the aggregate, will enable our ships and air wings to achieve
the required readiness over the longer periods and, as a result, will improve
our ability to surge in crisis and sustain readiness during deployment.

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal Year

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Totals

Ship Operations

Presbud—04 2,512 2,487 2,647 2,609 2,659 12,914

Presbud—05 2,605 2,694 2,798 2,916 2,943 13,956
Aircraft Operations

Presbud-04 4,103 4,187 4,061 4,165 4,084 20,600

Presbud—05 4,069 3,937 3,806 3,822 3,881 19,515

e Ship and Aircraft Maintenance: We have made significant improvements
these last few years by reducing major ship depot maintenance backlogs
and aircraft depot-level repair back orders; improving aircraft engine
spares; ramping up ordnance and spare parts production; maintaining
steady “mission capable” rates in deployed aircraft; fully funding aviation
initial outfitting; and investing in reliability improvements. Our fiscal year
2005 request continues to improve the availability of non-deployed aircraft
and meets our 100 percent deployed airframe goals. We have also included
funding to continue the procurement of EA-6B outer wing panels, for which
you specifically provided much needed funding last fall. The EA-6B will
continue to be a maintenance challenge as it is an old airframe—and my
most expensive to operate—and in need of replacement as soon as possible.

Our ship maintenance request continues to ‘buy-down’ the annual de-
ferred maintenance backlog and sustains our overall ship maintenance re-
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quirement. We are making great strides in improving the visibility and cost
effectiveness of our ship depot maintenance program, reducing the number
of changes in work package planning and using our continuous mainte-
nance practices when changes must be made. We are very carefully manag-
ing and balancing the maintenance and FRP employment of our units in
order to ensure that the Navy can surge with greater flexibility.

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal Year
Totals
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Ship Maintenance

Presbud—04 3,706 3,522 3,415 3,397 3,488 17,521

Presbud—05 3,917 3,323 3,421 2,760 3,788 17,208
Aircraft Maintenance

Presbud—04 940 866 805 986 974 4,571

Presbud—05 996 967 919 938 1,005 4,825

e Shore Installations: Our facilities Sustainment, Restoration, and Mod-
ernization (SRM) program remains focused on improving readiness and
quality of service for our sailors. While our fiscal year 2005 Military Con-
struction and Sustainment program reflects difficult but necessary trade-
offs between shore infrastructure and fleet recapitalization, the majority of
the SRM trends are very good. Facilities sustainment has increased in fis-
cal year 2005. Our budget request keeps us on a course to achieve the DOD
goal of a 67-year recapitalization rate by fiscal year 2008, achieve DON
goals to eliminate inadequate family and bachelor housing by fiscal year
2007 and provides Homeport Ashore Bachelor Housing by fiscal year 2008.
We are exploring innovative solutions to provide safe, efficient installations
for our service members, including design-build improvements, and BRAC
land sales via the GSA Internet. Additionally, with the establishment of
Commander, Navy Installations (CNI) this past year, we have improved our
capability to manage our dispersed facility operations, conserve valuable re-
sources, establish enterprise-wide standards and continue to improve our
facility infrastructure.

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal Year
Totals
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
SRM
Presbud—04 1,446 1,449 1,425 1,928 2,085 8,333
Presbud—05 1,536 1,403 1,441 1,405 1,611 7,396

e Precision-Guided Munitions receive continued investment in our fiscal
year 2005 request with emphasis on increasing the Joint Stand-Off Weapon
(JSOW) baseline variant, Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM), Tactical
Tomahawk (TACTOM), and Laser-Guided Bomb (LGB) inventory levels,
while the JSOW penetrator variant enters full-rate production. We also con-
tinue to invest in the Joint Common Missile program with the U.S. Army
to replace the aging inventory of TOW, Maverick and Hellfire missiles.
Joint partnerships with the Air Force and Army in several of our munitions
programs continue to help us optimize both our inventories and precious re-
?earch and development investments and will remain a focus for us in the
uture.

[Procurement Quantities—Each]

Fiscal Year
Totals
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
JSow 389 412 380 422 444 2,047
AIM-9X 157 170 226 211 181 945
JDAM 6,620 4,250 3,430 2,850 4,380 21,530
AMRAAM 46 101 150 140 150 587
JASSM 0 0 0 28 106 134
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[Procurement Quantities—Each]

Fiscal Year

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Totals

Common MiSSile ....ceeureeerreeerierrerereiines 0 0 0 22 88 110

Total 1,212 4,933 4,186 3,673 5,349 25,353

e Training Readiness: We continue to make significant strides in this criti-
cal area. In fiscal year 2004, Congress supported two important programs
to advance our training readiness. First, you endorsed the Training Re-
source Strategy (TRS), to provide more complex threat scenarios and to im-
prove the overall realism and value of our training. Additionally, you fund-
ed the Tactical Training Theater Assessment and Planning Program to pro-
vide for a comprehensive training range sustainment plan. Our fiscal year
2005 budget continues this work. We are working to make the Joint Na-
tional Training Capability a reality. We have established a single office to
direct policy and management oversight for all Navy ranges as well as
serve as the resource sponsor for all training ranges, target development
and procurement, and the Navy portion of the Major Range Test Facility
Base.

e Environmental Readiness: We remain committed to good stewardship of
the environment and have the resources and policies in place to do so. Con-
gress has provided significant and reasonable legislative relief from many
of the elements that impact readiness. These reasonable amendments help
to balance nurturing the environment with the realistic military training
required to keep forces ready. We will continue to focus the use of our
ranges on military training, and remain committed to our environmental
obligations through integrated natural resource management plans. We
have procedures in place and will continue to exert every effort to protect
marine mammals while ensuring our sailors are properly trained and our
transformational systems are properly tested. Encroachment impacts readi-
ness and is an area of particular concern, inseparable from the readiness
of our naval forces and, I believe, our military forces in general. As we con-
tinue addressing complex environmental issues from a balanced perspective
with fact-based analysis, the Navy is committed to maintaining our ongoing
environmental stewardship.

In the end, we have a carefully balanced and well-defined readiness requirement.
We have identified areas where we can streamline or cease activities that do not
add to readiness, and we have requested the funds our commanders need to create
the right readiness for fiscal year 2005. I ask for your support of this year’s current
readiness request as we've redefined many of these processes and already taken ac-
ceptable risks. We will deliver the right readiness at the right cost to the Nation.
Any significant reduction in my readiness accounts poses high risk to my combat
capability.

We have taken some risk as it is imperative that we accelerate our investment
in our Sea Power 21 vision. We must recapitalize and transform our force to reduce
the burden on our operating accounts and improve our ability to operate as an effec-
tive component of the joint warfighting team. To this end, our Navy budget request
for fiscal year 2005 and the future also includes:

e Nine new construction ships in fiscal year 2005, including construction of the
first transformational destroyer (DD(X)) and the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS),
the acceleration of a San Antonio Class Amphibious Transport Dock Class ship
from fiscal year 2006 to fiscal year 2005, and one Ballistic Missile Submarine
(SSBN) conversion and refueling. Our request this year includes the following
ships:

o Three Arleigh Burke Class Guided Missile Destroyers (DDG)
One Virginia class submarine (SSN)
One San Antonio class Amphibious Transport Dock (LPD)
Two Lewis and Clark Class Dry Cargo and Ammunition ships (T-AKE)
One 21st century destroyer (DD(X))
One Littoral Combat Ship (LCS)
One SSBN conversion/refueling
Three Maritime Prepositioned Force (Future) (MPF (F)) ships and ad-
vanced procurement for an MPF (F) aviation variant.

® © 0 0 0 0 o
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We are shifting focus to the next generation surface combatants and sea basing
capabilities. We have also assessed the risks and divested several assets that have
high operating costs and limited technological growth capacity for our trans-
formational future; this includes decommissioning two coastal mine hunter ships,
and the accelerated decommissioning of the remaining Spruance-class destroyers,
Sacramento Class Fast Combat Store Ships and the first five Ticonderoga-class
guided missile cruisers in the future year’s plan.

e Procurement of 104 new aircraft in fiscal year 2005, including the F/A—
18E/F Super Hornet, the MH-60 R/S Seahawk and Knighthawk Multi-mis-
sion Combat Helicopter, the T-45 Goshawk training aircraft and the Ma-
rine Corps MV-22 Osprey among others. We continue to maximize the re-
turn on procurement dollars through the use of multi-year procurement
(MYP) contracts for established aircraft programs like the Super Hornet.
We have increased our research and development investment this year in
the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF), the EA-18G Airborne Electronic Attack
(AEA) aircraft and the broad area antisubmarine, antisurface, maritime
and littoral intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) capable
Multi-mission Maritime Aircraft (MMA).

Ship Procurement Aircraft Procurement
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e Investment in transformational unmanned underwater vehicles (UUV)
like the Long-Term Mine Reconnaissance System, and unmanned aviation
vehicles (UAV) such as the Broad Area Maritime Surveillance UAV and the
Joint—Unmanned Combat Air System. The budget also requests funding
for experimental hull forms like the X-Craft, and other advanced tech-
nologies including the Joint Aerial Common Sensor (JACS).

WHERE WE'RE HEADED . . . SEA ENTERPRISE

As T've already testified above, your Navy today is the most capable and most
ready Navy in our history—in the world’s history—and clearly thanks to the support
of this Congress and of the American people. But, I believe that we can still do bet-
ter—that, in fact, we must do better—as stewards of the public trust in determining
not just how much we should spend on programs, but how those defense dollars are
spent. This is especially true today because of the strategic challenges posed by the
ongoing global war on terrorism, because of our need to recapitalize aging infra-
structure and capability, and because of the burgeoning technological and oper-
ational changes that will dramatically alter the way we fight. Revolutionizing the
way in which our defense dollars are spent presents further opportunities to in-
crease our effectiveness, both now and in the future. Our Sea Enterprise initiative
is focusing headquarters leadership on outputs and execution, and is creating ideas
that will improve our productivity and reduce our overhead costs. Its key objectives
are to:

e Leverage technology to improve performance and minimize manpower
costs,

e Promote competition and reward innovation and efficiency,

e Challenge institutional encumbrances that impede creativity and bold-
ness in innovation,

o Aggressively divest non-core, underperforming or unnecessary products,
services, and production capacity,

e Merge redundant efforts,

e Minimize acquisition and life-cycle costs,

e Maximize in-service capital equipment utilization,
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e Challenge every assumption, cost, and requirement.

Senior Navy leaders, civilian and uniformed, are actively engaged, as a board of
directors, in tracking the execution of ongoing Sea Enterprise initiatives totaling ap-
proximately $40 billion, and identifying $12.4 billion in cost savings and require-
ments mitigation across the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP). We are com-
mitted to efficiency and productivity improvements that will generate the savings
necessary to augment our investment stream and implement our Sea Power 21 vi-
sion of delivering the right force, with the right readiness, at the right cost. Specific
highlights of these fiscal transformation initiatives to date include:

e Right Readiness. Along with the FRP, we have also initiated processes
ashore that will generate a more effective force. As just one example intro-
duced previously above, we have established a single shore installation
management organization, Commander, Navy Installations (CNI), to glob-
ally manage all shore installations, promote “best practices” development,
and provide economies of scale, increased efficiency, standardization of po-
lices, and improved budgeting and funding execution. The CNI alone is an-
ticipated to harvest approximately $1.2 billion across the FYDP.

e Right Cost. We've taken a hard look at our “level of effort” programs to
maximize return on taxpayer investment, these programs lack performance-
based metrics in force structure, readiness or cost benefit. This year’s effort
reduced the requirements for these accounts by nearly $2 billion across the
FYDP, allowing us to reallocate these funds toward higher Navy priorities.
In addition, we focused on streamlining our organizations and processes as
a means to further improve efficiencies and control costs. Innovative pro-
grams like Shipmain and the Naval Aviation Readiness Integrated Im-
provement Program are aiding in developing and sharing best practices,
streamlining maintenance planning and improving performance goals in
shipyards, aviation depots, and intermediate maintenance activities. We
also reorganized the Navy Supply Systems Command, including the estab-
lishment of the Naval Operational Logistics Support Center to consolidate
transportation, ammunition and petroleum management. We will continue
to look for additional opportunities in this area while leveraging the gains
already made.

e Right Force. We believe transformation to our future force must include
improving our buying power. To improve upon our force structure, we're di-
vesting non-core, redundant, underperforming, and outdated products and
services. We are using multi-year procurement contracts and focusing
where possible on economic order quantity purchase practices to optimize
our investments. An excellent example lies in the F/A-18E/F multi-year
procurement contract that anticipates procurement of 210 aircraft while
saving us in excess of $1.1 billion across the FYDP. We also recognize the
need to transform our single greatest asymmetric advantage, our people.
The upcoming year will focus on ensuring we not only have the right num-
ber, but the right mix of military, civilian, and contractor personnel to ac-
complish the mission at the lowest possible cost. You've given us a tremen-
dous tool to enhance our flexibility in this area, the National Security Per-
sonnel System, and we plan to take full advantage of it.

In 2005, the Navy will continue to pursue product and process efficiencies and the
opportunities to be more effective while improving our warfighting capability. Har-
vesting the savings for recapitalization is a vital part of that effort, and we will con-
tinue to balance the benefits of new productivity initiatives against operational
risks. Our intent is to foster a culture of continuous process improvement, reduce
overhead, and deliver the right force structure both now and in the future. I want
you to be confident that the budget you write into law is the best estimate possible
of what the Navy needs to be ready to serve America both now and in the future.

WHERE WE'RE HEADED . . . SEA WARRIOR

It is important to note that the improvements to our operational availability of
forces and our demand for increased efficiency in maintaining readiness will not be
made on the backs of our people. We have a smart, talented force of professionals
who have chosen a lifestyle of service. Our ability to challenge them with meaning-
ful, satisfying work that lets them make a difference is part of our covenant with
them as leaders.

A new operating concept like the Fleet Response Plan could not be implemented
if we still had the kind of manpower-intensive mindset to problem solving that we
had just 5 years ago. But today, thanks to your sustained investment in science and
technology among others, we have already realized some of the advancements in in-
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formation technology, simulators, human system integration, enterprise resource
planning, web-enabled technical assistance and ship and aircraft maintenance prac-
tices that can reduce the amount of labor intensive functions, the training and the
technical work required to ensure our readiness. More output . . . at reduced cost.

As our Navy becomes more high tech, so must our workforce. Our people will be
a more educated and experienced group of professionals in the coming years, and
we must properly employ their talents. We will spend what is necessary to equip
and enable these outstanding young Americans, but we do not want to spend one
extra penny for manpower that we do not need. As part of that effort, we continue
to pursue the kind of new technologies and competitive personnel policies that will
streamline both combat and non-combat personnel positions, improve the two-way
integration of active and Reserve missions, and reduce the Navy’s total manpower
structure. To that end, we are proposing a fiscal year 2005 Navy end strength re-
duction of 7,900 personnel.

We will use existing authorities and our Perform to Serve program to preserve
the specialties, skill sets, and expertise needed to continue properly balancing the
force. We intend to build on the positive growth and momentum of retention and
attrition metrics achieved over the last 3 recordbreaking years. We are fully commit-
ted to ensuring every sailor has the opportunity and resources available to succeed.
Our goal remains attracting, developing, and retaining the most highly skilled and
educated workforce of warriors we have ever had to lead the 21st century Navy. Sea
Warrior is designed to enhance the assessment, assignment, training, and educating
of our sailors. Our fiscal year 2005 budget request includes the following tools that
we require to enhance mission accomplishment and provide professional growth
within our Sea Warrior program.

e Optimal Manning: Optimal manning is one of the innovative personnel
employment practices being implemented throughout the fleet. Experiments
in U.S.S. Boxer (LHD 4), U.S.S. Milius (DDG 69), and U.S.S. Mobile Bay
(CG 53) produced revolutionary shipboard watch standing practices, while
reducing overall manning requirements and allowing sailors to focus on
their core responsibilities. The fleet is implementing best practices from
these experiments to change ship manning documents in their respective
classes. Optimal manning means optimal employment of our sailors.

e Sea Swap: We have our fourth crew aboard U.S.S. Fletcher (DD 992) and
our third crew aboard U.S.S. Higgins (DDG 76) in our ongoing Sea Swap
initiative. This has saved millions of dollars in transit fuel costs and in-
creased our forward presence without lengthening deployment times for our
sailors. Fletcher and Higgins will return to San Diego later this year after
a period of forward deployed operations of 22 months and 17 months re-
spectively. We will continue to assess their condition and deep maintenance
needs to develop and apply lessons learned to future Sea Swap initiatives.
o Selective Reenlistment Bonus (SRB): Targeted bonuses such as SRB are
critical to our ability to compete for highly trained and talented workforce
both within the Navy and with employers across the Nation. Proper fund-
ing, adequate room for growth and flexible authority needed to target the
right skills against the right market forces are important to accurately
shape the workforce. This program specifically targets retention bonuses
against the most critical skills we need for our future. We ask for your con-
tinued support and full funding of this program.

e Perform to Serve (PTS): Last year, we introduced PTS to align our Navy
personnel inventory and skill sets through a centrally managed reenlist-
ment program and instill competition in the retention process. The pilot
program has proven so successful in steering sailors in overmanned ratings
into skill areas where they are most needed that the program has been ex-
panded. More than 2,400 sailors have been steered to undermanned ratings
and approved for reenlistment since the program began last February and
we will continue this effort in 2005.

e Assignment Incentive Pay (AIP) is a financial incentive designed to at-
tract qualified sailors to a select group of difficult to fill duty stations. AIP
allows sailors to bid for additional monetary compensation in return for
service in these locations. An integral part of our Sea Warrior effort, AIP
will enhance combat readiness by permitting market forces to efficiently
distribute sailors where they are most needed. Since the pilot program
began last June, more than 1,100 AIP bids have been processed resulting
in 238 sailors receiving bonuses for duty in these demanding billets that
previously were difficult to keep fully manned with the highest quality sail-
ors. We ask for continued support of this unique initiative.
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e Professional Military Education (PME): We are taking a more comprehen-
sive approach to the continuing education of our people than we have in
the past. We are in the process of developing a PME continuum that inte-
grates general education, traditional Navy-specific Professional Military
Education (NPME), and Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) cur-
ricula. This will allow us to develop a program that fully incorporates all
aspects of our professional and personal growth and improve individual
readiness through providing a complete set of training needs. Advances
thus far include establishing networks with civilian educational institu-
tions, developing new degree programs, and establishing partnerships with
other services’ institutions. We are also expanding opportunity through dis-
tance learning and the Internet. Specifically, the Naval Postgraduate School
in Monterey has embraced partnerships and developed distance learning
programs that more than doubled its enrollment to nearly 10,000 degree
and short course students throughout the world, including the first national
homeland security curriculum, expansion of enrollment to include enlisted
personnel, as well as advanced education opportunities in nearly 140 coun-
tries. This is just one example of how we are committed to broadening the
professional and intellectual horizons of both our officers and our enlisted
men and women to prepare them to operate tomorrow’s fleet and assume
key naval and Joint leadership roles.

e Human Performance Center (HPC) has been established to apply Human
Performance and Human System Integration principles in the research, de-
velopment, and acquisition processes. In short, the HPC will help us under-
stand the science of learning. The center will ensure training is driven by
fleet requirements and they will focus requirements on the performance
needed to carry out our missions. This will eliminate potential performance
and training deficiencies, save money and help us improve our readiness.
e The Integrated Learning Environment (ILE) is at the heart of our Revo-
lution in Training. ILE is a family of systems that, when linked, will pro-
vide our sailors with the ability to develop their own learning plans, diag-
nose their strengths and weaknesses, and tailor their education to support
both personal and professional growth. They will manage their career re-
quirements, training, and education records. It will match content to career
requirements so training is delivered at the right time. Most importantly,
these services will be provided anytime, anywhere via the Internet and the
Navy-Marine Corps Intranet (NMCI).

We are taking advantage of every opportunity to accelerate incorporating the best
tools available to develop the 21st century workforce. The improvements and pilot
programs that this Congress has supported—including bonuses, pay table adjust-
ments, retirement reforms, better medical benefits, and our Sea Warrior initia-
tives—are having the desired impact.

Your support of our fiscal year 2005 request for a 3.5 percent basic pay raise, for
our efforts to transform our manpower structure in some fundamental ways, and for
a reduction in average out-of-pocket housing costs from 3.5 percent to 0 will have
a direct effect on our ability to properly size and shape the 21st century workforce
that is our future.

CONCLUSION

I would like to express my deep appreciation to the members of this committee
for your lasting support in sustaining this Nation’s Navy. It is today the most capa-
ble Navy we have ever put to sea, maintaining persistent, flexible forces forward
and the ability to surge significant combat power quickly, wherever required. It
needs to be given the uncertainty of the future. We firmly believe that we made the
right choices for fiscal year 2005, choices that will allow the Navy to control the
world’s oceans—and hence, our global economic and political interests—and deliver
credible, persistent combat power from the sovereign expanse of the sea around the
globe.

Again, I wish to thank the committee for this opportunity to appear before you
today. I am very happy to answer any questions you may have.

Senator ENSIGN. Thank you.
General Moseley.



24

STATEMENT OF GEN. T. MICHAEL MOSELEY, USAF, VICE
CHIEF OF STAFF, UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

General MOSELEY. Chairman Ensign, Senator Akaka, thank you,
again, for this opportunity to appear alongside my joint colleagues
to present this year’s state of readiness.

As the Air Force’s Vice Chief of Staff, it’s my privilege to report
on our key programs. On behalf of airmen stationed around the
globe, I want to thank the committee again for the continued focus
on readiness and the challenges facing our airmen today.

Whether operating here at home or simultaneously supporting
joint-force commanders across the globe, our mission success has
been a testament to the dedication and professionalism of our peo-
ple and your continued help. Renewed emphasis on programs like
spare parts, depot maintenance, and munitions stockpiles is wel-
comed and has laid the foundation for readiness in increasing mis-
sion-capable rates.

In addition to equipment, your committee’s increases to our fly-
ing-hour training and general operations and maintenance (O&M)
funding made it possible for our force to remain the most efficient
air force in the world. In my written testimony, I detail the truly
monumental accomplishments of our airmen last year. In fact, al-
most 1 year ago, I was privileged to command the air component
forces for OIF, as well as for OEF. Today, the global war on terror-
ism imposes on our airmen the requirement to be ready for tomor-
row’s challenges while adapting to the new steady state of oper-
ations in Operations Noble Eagle, Enduring Freedom, and Iraqi
Freedom. Your airmen will meet these demands.

High above our Nation, airmen protect our skies and cities
through Operation Noble Eagle, or ONE. Every day, the total force
team, comprised of active duty, Air National Guard, and Air Force
Reserve airmen, have more than 50 dedicated to ONE. Conducting
airborne early warning, air refueling, and combat air patrols costs
the Air Force approximately $150 million per month. Since Septem-
ber 11, we've flown over 34,000 sorties. This is our new steady
state, and we are totally dedicated to this homeland defense mis-
sion.

Around the world in Afghanistan, remnants of Taliban forces
continue to attack U.S., North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO), coalition troops, and others involved in the reconstruction.
To defeat this threat, aid coalition stability, and support our ongo-
ing operations, the Air Force flew more than 70 missions yesterday
alone. Having already flown more than 90,000 sorties, the Air
Force continues to perform intelligence, surveillance, reconnais-
sance, close air support, aerial refueling, and airlift missions in
support of operations in Afghanistan. Currently, we’re spending ap-
proximately $200 million a month on this operation, and are com-
mitted to seeing it through.

Ten days from now marks the 1-year anniversary of Operation
Iraqi Freedom. That date marked the end of 12 years of continual
air pressure in Southwest Asia for Operation Northern Watch and
Operation Southern Watch, flown by a joint team—U.S. Air Force,
U.S. Navy, Royal Air Force, and some others—signaled the begin-
ning of America’s most successful joint operation.



25

Patrolling the no-fly zones in Northern and Southern Iraq had
cost us roughly $67 million per month. Now we spend six times
that amount for Operation Iraqi Freedom. We fly approximately
150 sorties per day in Iraq, and maintain more than 210 aircraft,
crews, maintainers, and support personnel to fill joint-force re-
quirements. Every day, we conduct close air support, use the intel-
ligence, surveillance and reconnaissance sorties to monitor the po-
rous borders of Iraq and provide situational awareness for our land
component patrols and operations. Additionally, through our for-
ward bases, air mobility forces, and air refueling assets, the Air
Force provides a lifeline of supplies to all forces. We expect this
mission and the redeployment of forces between Iraq and the U.S.
to continue for some time. The bottom line, Mr. Chairman, all Air
Force airmen are ready and committed to the successful accom-
plishments of this mission in Iragq.

Preparing and maintaining a force that can adapt to the realities
of the new security environment requires the Air Force to focus on
three main areas: resetting and reconstituting capabilities, recapi-
talizing and modernizing our equipment, maintaining the readiness
of our number-one weapons systems, our airmen. In resetting and
reconstituting our capabilities, it is important to understand the
Air Force must reconstitute some of our capabilities that were suc-
cessful, not necessarily the same equipment. For the Air Force, we
view capabilities as much more than just commodities. Beyond just
equipment, our warfighting capabilities depend on training and a
sustainable battle rhythm for the entire force. Synchronizing these
aspects, eliminating duplicated capabilities, and capitalizing on
technological advances will all ensure efficiency and, most impor-
tantly, combat readiness.

Last fall, I testified, on behalf of the Air Force, that we planned
to return to pre-OIF rotational cycles by March 2004. Unfortu-
nately, we've only been able to return 90 percent of our forces to
a sustainable battle rhythm. But with approximately a third of our
combat forces deployed, we now project the Air Expeditionary
Force, including the low-density, high-demand assets, will not be
fully reset for at least another 10 to 12 months. These low-density,
high-demand capabilities—our expeditionary combat support, intel-
ligence, surveillance, reconnaissance, security forces—will not meet
the goal due to sustained combat operations and training backlogs.

Restoring and replenishing our war Reserve stocks is also prov-
ing to take longer than expected, due to ongoing operations. This
year, we estimate our total cost to replenish all war reserve mate-
riel (WRM) requirements at $1.96 billion. The requested funding
levels allow us to fully reconstitute our fuels, equipment, and vehi-
cles within the next 24 months, and our base expeditionary airfield
resources throughout the FYDP out to fiscal year 2007. Over the
past 2 years, we've received a tremendous amount of support from
this committee on this issue.

While we have 41 percent of our expeditionary combat support
capability ready for deployment, we still have sets serving on nu-
merous new bases. Almost 18,000 personnel from all services are
housed in Air Force tents. Other aspects of our expeditionary com-
bat support and base operating support, like tactical vehicles, thea-
ter-deployable communications, weapons of mass destruction
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(WMD) response equipment, and force-protection equipment are,
likewise, used by all services. For all of these base operating func-
tions, base communications, environmental and quality-of-life mis-
sions, the Air Force has requested real property and day-to-day fa-
cility support at 95 percent of the requirement.

A $27.1 billion readiness request ensures that we remain ready
to perform our wide-ranging global missions, from space support to
global strike to global mobility and homeland defense. Our fully-
funded flying-hour program pays for consumables, spare parts,
fuels, and 1.7 million flying hours to maintain combat readiness
and support joint operations and the worldwide mobility to ensure
joint and coalition forces have the equipment and forces that they
need.

Our airmen have done some tremendous work, in terms of readi-
ness. During the conflict last year, we enjoyed our highest active
overall mission-capable rates in 6 years. Fourteen of 20 major
weapons systems saw improved mission capable (MC) rates. At the
time, we were flying more hours. Thanks to hard work by our air-
men, proper funding, fleet consolidations, and transformation ini-
tiatives, we've hit many readiness milestones last year. Our aggre-
gate MC rates for fiscal year 2003 were 75.9 percent. Our fighter
fleet is up almost 2 percent since fiscal year 2001. Our B-1s pro-
duced the best MC rates and supply rates in history, spare-parts
shortages were reduced to the lowest levels recorded across the en-
tire fleet, our lowest aggregate cannibalization rates since 1995,
and a reduction in the number of aircraft in depot for mainte-
nance—or even better said, over 25 percent more aircraft on the
ramp for the warfighter—than in the year 2000. A portion of these
successes can be attributed to our world-class depots. For fiscal
year 2005, we've increased depot-purchased equipment-mainte-
nance funding to $3.7 billion. While we’ve maintained the appro-
priate level of depot maintenance to ensure our aging fleet stands
ready to deploy, fly, and fight anywhere, anytime, we also can
count on our depots to surge repair operations and realign capacity
during contingencies, as we’ve seen for Operation Enduring Free-
dom and Iraqi Freedom.

Our depots can only do so much. Although MC rates were up
during OIF, aging-aircraft issues continue to present us with the
problem of fewer assets being available at ever-increasing costs. If
we want to ensure air and space dominance in future engagements,
we must recapitalize and modernize our assets. Today, our average
fleet is approximately 23 years in service. Some, like our KC-135s,
average as much as 43 years in service, with the oldest aircraft
still flying being the KC-135 that was delivered on 28 October
1957.

These types of challenges obviously require innovative solutions
and our continued emphasis. Last year, we stood up the Aging Air-
craft Program Office and the first-ever Fleet Viability Board to me-
thodically focus our efforts even more.

Mr. Chairman, our aging aircraft fleets are vulnerable to a myr-
iad of problems, including technical surprises, vanishing vendors,
and increased operational costs. These assets are invaluable in
every service and joint operations, and, in the case of the tankers,
since we tank the world, it is a vital air commander’s asset, as well
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as a key enabler for our Navy, Marine, and coalition partners. In
January alone, 36 percent of the KC-135 fleet was unavailable.
These included both those in depot and those that were unit-pos-
sessed, but not mission-capable.

The bottom line, Mr. Chairman, is the Air Force is dedicated to
finding solutions on how we keep filling joint-force requirements for
global strike and power projection. We are committed to an analy-
sis of alternatives on future tankers, as we are to the recapitaliza-
tion of our aging tanker fleet, in order to provide the necessary ca-
pabilities to the joint warfighting team. This process may begin
through the normal procurement process for a KC-X replacement,
or, depending on the outcome of the current reviews directed by the
Secretary of Defense, through the lease-purchase program that was
signed into law last year. In any case, the analysis of alternatives
authorized in the same law will be critical in shaping decisions for
the long-term recapitalization of the fleet.

In addition to the air and space platforms, we must address our
foundational support systems and growing deficiencies in infra-
structure, such as deteriorated airfields, hangars, water lines, and
electrical networks. Our investment strategy focuses on three si-
multaneous steps: one, disposing of excess facilities; two, fully sus-
taining our current facilities and systems through their expected
life; and, three, establishing a steady and sustainable investment
program to restore and modernize critical facilities and infrastruc-
ture systems.

On another front, we have accelerated our housing investment,
leading to the improvements of more than 3,600

Senator MCCAIN [presiding]. General, I would like for you to
summarize, since we usually have 5-minute opening statements.
The remainder of your full statement will be made part of the
record.

General MOSELEY. Mr. Chairman, Senator Akaka, thank you for
your support, and I welcome the opportunity to answer any ques-
tions you may have.

[The prepared statement of General Moseley follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY GEN. T. MICHAEL MOSELEY, USAF

Chairman Ensign, Senator Akaka, committee members, thank you for this oppor-
tunity to once again appear along side my distinguished colleagues to present the
readiness status of the world’s greatest Air Force. As the Air Force’s Vice Chief of
Staff, it is my privilege to report on the our key programs and on behalf of airmen
stationed around the globe and those flying right now, I want to thank this commit-
tee for your continued focus on readiness and the challenges facing our airmen
today. We are a ready force—expeditionary in nature—and global in execution.
Whether operating here at home or supporting the simultaneous joint force com-
manders across the globe, our mission success has been a testament to our current
state of readiness and your dedication. In terms of Air Force readiness, congres-
sional attention, particularly from this committee, has paved the way for the sub-
stantive increases we saw in our ability to prosecute this Nation’s National Security
Strategy over the past few years. The renewed emphasis on such programs as spare
parts, depot maintenance, and munitions stockpiles laid the foundation for readi-
ness and mission capable rates that our Air Force has not seen in some time. At
the same time, your committee’s increases to our flying hour, training, and general
operations and maintenance (O&M) funding made it possible for our force to remain
the most proficient Air Force in the world. In short, because of the improvements
that Congress supported over the past few years, enemies like the Baathist regime
of Saddam Hussein could not have picked a worse possible time to confront the
United States. They met a joint force composed of the best airmen, soldiers, sailors,
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and marines with the best equipment the world had ever seen. With this continued
level of support we can reset the force, recapitalize our vital air and space capabili-
ties, and bring technology to the warfighter—all while providing air and space
power, one of this Nation’s most lethal and responsive capabilities to the fight.

LOOKING BACK AT 2003

The year 2003 marked another historic milestone for the U.S. and the Air Force
in the global war on terrorism. Since September 11, 2001, air and space power has
proven indispensable to securing American skies, defeating the Taliban, denying
sanctuary to al Qaeda and other terrorist organizations, and most recently, remov-
ing a brutal and oppressive dictator in Iraq. This global war on terrorism imposes
on airmen a new steady state of accelerated operations and personnel tempo
(PERSTEMPO), as well as a demand for unprecedented speed, agility, and innova-
tion in defeating unconventional and unexpected threats, all while bringing stability
gnd freciedom to Afghanistan and Iraq. The Air Force and its airmen will meet these

emands.

Operation Noble Eagle

High above our Nation, airmen protect our skies and cities through air defense
operations known as Operation Noble Eagle (ONE). The total force team, comprised
of active duty, Air National Guard, and Air Force Reserve airmen, conducts airborne
early warning, air refueling, and combat air patrol operations in order to protect
sensitive sites, metropolitan areas, and critical infrastructure.

This constant “top cover” demands significant Air Force assets above the pre-Sep-
tember 11 tempo. Since 2001, the Air Force has flown over 34,000 fighter, tanker,
and airborne early warning sorties. Last year alone the Air Force scrambled nearly
1,000 aircraft, responding to 800 incidents. Eight active duty, 8 Air Force Reserve,
and 18 Air National Guard units provided 1,300 tanker sorties offloading more than
32 million pounds of fuel for these missions. Last year, over 2,400 airmen stood vigi-
lant at air defense sector operations centers and other radar sites. Additionally, in
2003, we continued to institutionalize changes to our homeland defense mission
through joint, combined, and interagency training and planning. Participating in the
initial validation exercise Determined Promise-03, the Air Force illustrated how its
air defense, air mobility, and command and control capabilities work seamlessly
with other agencies supporting NORTHCOM and Department of Homeland Security
objectives. The integration and readiness that comes from careful planning and rig-
orous training will ensure the continued security of America’s skies.

Operation Enduring Freedom

Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF)—Afghanistan is ongoing. Remnants of
Taliban forces continue to attack U.S., NATO, coalition troops, humanitarian aid
workers, and others involved in the reconstruction of Afghanistan. To defeat this
threat, aid coalition stability, and support operations, the Air Force has maintained
a presence of nearly 24,000 airmen in and around the region. Having already flown
more than 90,000 sorties (over 72 percent of all OEF missions flown), the Air Force
team of active, Guard, and Reserve airmen continue to perform ISR, close air sup-
port (CAS), aerial refueling, and tactical and strategic airlift.

While fully engaged in ONE and OIF, the men and women of the Air Force pro-
vided full spectrum air and space support, orchestrating assets from every Service
and 10 different nations. Of these, Air Force strike aircraft flying from 9 bases flew
more than two-thirds of the combat missions, dropped more than 66,000 munitions
(9,650 tons) and damaged or destroyed approximately three-quarters of planned tar-
gets. In 2003 alone, Air Force assets provided more than 3,000 sorties of on-call
CAS, responding to calls from joint and/or coalition forces on the ground.

Last year, the Air Force brought personnel and materiel into this distant, land-
locked nation via 7,410 sorties. Over 4,100 passengers and 487 tons of cargo were
moved by airmen operating at various tanker airlift control elements in and around
Afghanistan. To support these airlift and combat sorties and the numerous air as-
sets of the coalition with aerial refueling, the Air Force deployed over 50 tankers.
In their primary role, these late 1950s-era and early 1960s-era KC-135 tankers flew
more than 3,900 refueling missions. In their secondary airlift role, they delivered
3,620 passengers and 405 tons of cargo. Without versatile tankers, our Armed
Forces would need greater access to foreign bases, more aircraft to accomplish the
same mission, more airlift assets, and generate more sorties to maintain the re-
quired duration on-station.

Operations in Afghanistan also highlight U.S. and coalition reliance on U.S. space
capabilities. This spanned accurate global weather, precise navigation, communica-
tions, as well as persistent worldwide missile warning and surveillance. For exam-
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ple, OEF relied on precision navigation provided by the Air Force’s global position-
ing satellite (GPS) constellation, over-the-horizon satellite communications
(SATCOM), and timely observations of weather, geodesy, and enemy activity. To ac-
complish this, space professionals performed thousands of precise satellite contacts
and hundreds of station keeping adjustments to provide transparent space capabil-
ity to the warfighter. These vital space capabilities and joint enablers directly lever-
aged our ability to pursue U.S. objectives in OEF.

Operations Northern Watch and Southern Watch

During the past 12 years, the Air Force flew over 391,000 sorties enforcing the
northern and southern no-fly zones over Iraq. With the preponderance of forces, the
Air Force, along with the Navy and Marine Corps, worked alongside the Royal Air
Force in Operations Northern Watch (ONW) and Southern Watch (OSW). Manning
radar outposts and established command and control (C2) centers, conducting intel-
ligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) along Iraq’s borders, responding to
almost daily acts of Iraqi aggression, and maintaining the required airlift and air
refueling missions taxed Air Force assets since the end of Operation Desert Storm.
Yet, these successful air operations had three main effects: they halted air attacks
on the ethnic minority populations under the no-fly zones; they deterred a repeat
of Iraqi aggression against its neighbors; and they leveraged enforcement of United
Nations Security Council resolutions. Throughout this period, our airmen honed
their warfighting skills, gained familiarity with the region, and were able to estab-
lish favorable conditions for OIF. For more than a decade, American airmen rose
to one of our Nation’s most important challenges, containing Saddam Hussein.

Operation Iraqi Freedom

On 19 March 2003, our airmen, alongside fellow soldiers, sailors, marines, and co-
alition teammates, were called upon to remove the dangerous and oppressive Iraqi
regime—this date marked the end of ONW/OSW and the beginning of OIF. OIF
crystallized the meaning of jointness and the synergies of combined arms and per-
sistent battlefield awareness.

In the first minutes of OIF, airmen of our Combat Air Forces (USAF, USN,
USMC, and Coalition) were flying over Baghdad. As major land forces crossed the
line of departure, Air Force assets pounded Iraqi command and control facilities and
key leadership targets, decapitating the decisionmakers from their fielded forces.
Remaining Iraqi leaders operated with outdated information about ground forces
that had already moved miles beyond their reach. As the land component raced to-
ward Baghdad, coalition strike aircraft were simultaneously attacking Iraqi fielded
forces, communications and command and control centers, surface-to-surface missile
launch sites, and were supporting Special Operations Forces, and ensuring complete
air and space dominance in the skies over Iraq. Due to these actions and those dur-
ing the previous 12 years, none of the 19 Iraqi missile launches were successful in
disrupting coalition operations, and not a single Iraqi combat sortie flew during this
conflict. Twenty-one days after major combat operations began, the first U.S. land
forces reached Baghdad. Five days later, the last major city in Iraq capitulated.

The Air Force provided over 7,000 CAS sorties to aid land forces in the quickest
ground force movement in history. Lieutenant General William S. Wallace, Com-
mander of the U.S. Army V Corps said, “none of my commanders complained about
the availability, responsiveness, or effectiveness of CAS—it was unprecedented!” As
Iraqi forces attempted to stand against the integrated air and ground offensive, they
found a joint and coalition team that was better equipped, better trained, and better
led than ever brought to the field of battle.

Training, leadership, and innovation coupled with the Air Force’s recent invest-
ment in air mobility allowed U.S. forces to open a second major front in the Iraqi
campaign. Constrained from access by land, Air Force C-17s airdropped over 1,000
paratroopers from the 173rd Airborne Brigade into northern Iraq. This successful
mission opened Bashur airfield and ensured U.S. forces could be resupplied.

Before 2003, the Air Force invested heavily in the lessons learned from OEF.
Shortening the “kill chain,” or the time it took to find, fix, track, target, engage, and
assess was one of our top priorities. This investment was worthwhile, as 156 time-
sensitive targets were engaged within minutes, most with precision weapons. The
flexibility of centralized control and decentralized execution of air and space power
enabled direct support to JFC objectives throughout Iraq. Coalition and joint air-
power shaped the battlefield ahead of ground forces, provided intelligence and secu-
rity to the flanks and rear of the rapidly advancing coalition, and served as a force
multiplier for Special Operations Forces. This synergy between Special Operations
and the Air Force allowed small specialized teams to have a major effect throughout
the northern and western portions of Iraq by magnifying their inherent lethality,
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guaranteeing rapid tactical mobility, reducing their footprint through aerial resup-
ply, and providing them the advantage of “knowing what was over the next hill”
through air and space-borne ISR.

The Air Force’s C2ISR assets enabled the joint force in Afghanistan as well. This
invaluable fleet includes the RC-135 Rivet Joint, E-8 JSTARS, and the E-3
AWACS. This “Iron Triad” of intelligence sensors and C2 capabilities illustrates the
Air Force vision of horizontal integration in terms of persistent battlefield aware-
ness. Combined with the Global Hawk unmanned aerial vehicle and Predator re-
motely piloted aircraft, spaced-based systems, U-2, and Compass Call, these invalu-
able systems provided all-weather, multi-source intelligence to commanders from all
Services throughout the area of responsibility.

OIF was the Predator’s first “networked” operation. Four simultaneous Predator
orbits were flown over Iraq and an additional orbit operated over Afghanistan, with
three of those orbits controlled via remote operations in the U.S. This combined
reachback enabled dynamic support to numerous OIF missions. Predator also con-
tributed to our operational flexibility, accomplishing hunter-killer missions, tactical
ballistic missile search, force protection, focused intelligence collection, air strike
control, and special operations support. A Hellfire equipped Predator also conducted
numerous precision strikes against Iraqi targets, and flew armed escort missions
with U.S. Army helicopters.

Space power provided precise, all-weather navigation, global communications,
missile warning, and surveillance. The ability to adapt to adverse weather condi-
tions, including sandstorms, allowed air, land, and maritime forces to confound the
Iraqi military and denied safe haven anywhere in their own country. As the Iraqis
attempted to use ground-based GPS jammers, Air Force strike assets destroyed
them, in some cases, using the very munitions the jammers attempted to defeat. As
Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld noted, this new era was illustrated by the coali-
tion’s “unprecedented combination of power, precision, speed, and flexibility.”

During the height of OIF, the Air Force deployed 54,955 airmen. Ambassador
Paul Bremer, Chief of the Coalition Provisional Authority, pronounced, “In roughly
3 weeks [we] liberated a country larger than Germany and Italy combined, and [we]
did so with forces smaller than the Army of the Potomac.” Led by the finest officers
and noncommissioned officers, our airmen flew more than 79,000 sorties since
March 2003. Ten thousand strike sorties dropped 37,065 munitions. The coalition
flew over 55,000 airlift sorties moved 469,093 passengers and more than 165,060
tons of cargo. In addition, over 10,000 aerial refueling missions supported aircraft
from all Services, and 1,600 ISR missions provided battlespace awareness regardless
of uniform, service, or coalition nationality. This was a blistering campaign that de-
manded a joint and combined effort to maximize effects in the battlespace.

Today, Air Force airmen continue to contribute to the joint and coalition team en-
gaged in Iraq. At the end of the year, 6,723 airmen from the active duty, Reserve,
and Air National Guard conducted a wide range of missions from locations overseas,
flying approximately 150 sorties per day including CAS for ground forces tracking
down regime loyalists, foreign fighters, and terrorists. On a daily basis, U-2 and
RC-135 aircraft flew ISR sorties monitoring the porous borders of Iraq and provid-
ing situational awareness and route planning for Army patrols in stability and sup-
port operations. Providing everything from base security for 27 new bases opened
by the coalition to the lifeline of supplies that air mobility and air refueling assets
bring to all joint forces, Air Force airmen are committed to the successful accom-
plishment of the U.S. mission in Iraq.

Other Contingency Operations

In 2003, the Air Force remained engaged in America’s war on drugs and provided
support to NATO ground forces in the Balkans. Since December 1989, Air Force air-
men have been an irreplaceable part of the interagency fight against illegal drug
and narcotics trafficking. Deployed along the southern U.S., in the Caribbean, and
Central and South America, airmen perform this round-the-clock mission, manning
9 ground-based radar sites, operating 10 aerostats, and flying counterdrug surveil-
lance missions. The Air Force detected, monitored, and provided intercepts on over
275 targets attempting to infiltrate our airspace without clearance. Along with our
interagency partners, these operations resulted in 221 arrests and stopped hundreds
of tons of contraband from being smuggled into our country.

In the Balkans, airmen are fully committed to completing the mission that they
started in the 1990s. Today, Air Force airmen have flown over 26,000 sorties sup-
porting Operations Joint Guardian and Joint Forge. These NATO-led operations
combine joint and allied forces to implement the Dayton Peace Accords in Bosnia-
Herzegovina and enforce the Military Technical Agreement in Kosovo. At the end
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of 2003, approximately 800 airmen were supporting NATO’s goal of achieving a se-
cure environment and promoting stability in the region.

Additionally, the Air Force engaged in deterrence and humanitarian relief in
other regions. While the world’s attention was focused on the Middle East in the
spring of 2003, our Nation remained vigilant against potential adversaries in Asia.
The Air Force deployed a bomber wing—24 B-52s and B-1s—to the American terri-
tory of Guam to deter North Korea. At the height of OIF, our Air Force dem-
onstrated our country’s resolve and ability to defend the Republic of Korea and
Japan by surging bomber operations to over 100 sorties in less than 3 days. This
deterrent operation complemented our permanent engagement in Northeast Asia.
The 8,300 airmen who are stationed alongside the soldiers, sailors, marines, and our
Korean allies maintained the United Nations armistice, marking 50 years of peace
on the peninsula.

Our strength in deterring aggression was matched by our strength in humani-
tarian action. In response to President Bush’s directive to help stop the worsening
crisis in Liberia, we deployed a non-combat medical and logistics force to create a
lifeline to the American Embassy and provide hope to the Liberian people. An Expe-
ditionary Group of airmen provided airlift support, aeromedical evacuation, force
protection, and theater of communications support. Flying more than 200 sorties, we
transported and evacuated civilians and members of the Joint Task Force (JTF)
from bases in Sierra Leone and Senegal. The 300 airmen deployed in support of
JTF-Liberia reopened the main airport in Monrovia, and ensured the security for
U.S. military and civilian aircraft providing relief aid.

Strategic Deterrence

The ability of U.S. conventional forces to operate and project decisive force is built
on the foundation of our strategic deterrent force; one that consists of our nuclear-
capable aircraft and Intercontinental Ballistic Missile forces, working with the U.S.
Navy’s Fleet Ballistic Missile Submarines. In 2003, these forces as well as, persist-
ent overhead missile warning sensors and supporting ground-based radars, provided
uninterrupted global vigilance deterring a nuclear missile strike against the U.S. or
our allies. The dedicated airmen who operate these systems provide the force capa-
bility that yields our deterrent umbrella. Should that deterrence fail, they stand
ready to provide a prompt, scalable response.

RESETTING THE FORCE

Preparing and maintaining a force that can adapt to the realities of the new secu-
rity environment requires the Air Force to reset and reconstitute the capabilities
that brought us such outstanding successes in 2003. It is important to restate, the
Air Force must reconstitute similar capabilities that were successful, not necessarily
the same equipment. For the Air Force we view capabilities as more than just com-
modities. Beyond just equipment, Air Force warfighting capabilities depend on
training and a sustainable battle rhythm for the entire force. Synchronizing these
aspects, eliminating duplicative capabilities, and capitalizing on technological ad-
vances will all ensure efficiency and most importantly combat readiness. To frame
our reset and reconstitution plans we must continue to look at three factors.

First, we are still engaged with very dangerous enemies throughout the globe. We
must replenish our stocks, our people, and our ability to project power around the
world. Being prepared to deliver precise effects anywhere at anytime as part of a
joint and/or coalition force is a top priority. Second, we must rapidly incorporate our
lessons learned and implement those changes to maintain our combat edge. As we
remain engaged, our current opponents, as well as would-be adversaries, are watch-
ing and learning from the new America way of war. The Air Force must ensure that
we capitalize on our successes and our lessons from these recent conflicts. Third,
stabilization operations and our ability to capitalize on our successes in OEF and
OIF require significant assets and a robust American presence. After opening 38
new or expanded bases in support of OEF and OIF and shifting our focus and forces,
we must ensure that our enduring presence is equipped to meet the challenges of
their new environments.

Air and Space Expeditionary Force

Last year, I testified on behalf of the Air Force that we planned to return to pre-
OIF rotational cycles by March 2004. Unfortunately, we now project the air expedi-
tionary force (AEF)—including its integral low-density/high-demand (LD/HD) assets
will not be fully reset until March 2005. Continued surge operations of several ena-
bling capability-sets is creating new challenges for reconstitution efforts and extend-
ing the time to fully restore the readiness of AEF operations by more than 12
months. The previous plan to recover the AEF to sustainable operations (<2.0 AEFs
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on 90-day rotations) have been complicated by growing global combatant com-
mander requirements across the board. The AEF continues to be operating in higher
than normal sustained pace, approaching four AEF’s worth of capability in some
stressed career fields which are committed at any given moment. The AEF has sus-
tained an operational pace higher than planned to meet increased operational expe-
ditionary air bases requirements in theater and especially the need for additional
expeditionary support to meet other Service needs.
Training

I also testified that even with our aggressive efforts to reset certain LD/HD capa-
bilities, our Expeditionary Combat Support, Intelligence Surveillance, and Recon-
naissance assets, and security forces, will not meet the March 2004 goal. Due to sus-
tained combat operations and training backlogs, this remains the case. Manpower
and equipment shortages due to combat requirements have affected the training
pipelines at most of our formal training units. Particularly harsh, training delays
in our LD/HD assets have increased by several months. In some cases, training
backlogs for major weapons systems have grown to over 200 days, with “get well”
dates not until the fall of 2005. In addition to manpower and equipment shortages,
aging aircraft and scheduled fleet upgrades have also reduced available training as-
sets, further aggravating training delays. Lastly, flying hours for training have been
limited due to high deployment schedules for most weapons systems. One illustra-
tion of this problem can be found in the C—130 fleet. While they flew only 43 percent
of the programmed training hours in fiscal year 2003; their high tempo of operations
(OPTEMPO) in support of ONE, OEF, and OIF resulted in the C-130 fleet flying
218 percent of their programmed “customer-support” hours.

War Reserve Stocks

Air Force war reserve stocks are comprised of consumables, vehicles, ammunition,
and Basic Expeditionary Airfield Resources (BEAR). We estimate our total cost to
replenish all war reserve material (WRM) requirements at $1.96 billion [wartime
consumables ($131 million); vehicles ($711 million for ~4,700 vehicles; support
equipment ($82 million); and BEAR ($1.035 billion including $331 million in the fis-
cal year 2003 supplemental)]. Fiscal year 2005 funding allows reconstitution of our
fuels equipment and vehicles in approximately 24 months. We plan for full recon-
stitution of our BEAR kits by fiscal year 2007 and our four afloat preposition ships
with ammunition aboard are all on station.

With combat operations still ongoing, we fill requirements for significant expedi-
tionary combat support and base operating support for all our joint forces and in
some cases coalition partners. These systems are critical to our continued force pro-
jection capability. We are aggressively reconstituting our BEAR sets, which are used
to provide basic infrastructure needed to beddown personnel and aircraft at austere
locations anywhere in the world. Currently 41 percent of BEAR capability is ready
for deployment (63/152 BEAR Sets). Over the next 24 months, readiness will con-
tinue to improve as BEAR sets deployed to OIF are reconstituted and new assets
are delivered into the inventory due to the supplemental funding received.

MAINTAINING READINESS DURING WARTIME

Our $27.1 billion readiness request ensures that the Air Force remains ready to
perform our wide-ranging global missions, from space support to global strike to
global mobility and homeland defense. Our fully funded Flying Hour Program funds
consumables, spare parts, and fuels needed to sustain aircrew combat readiness. It
requests funding for 1.7 million flying hours to maintain combat readiness and sup-
port joint operations around the world. It funds worldwide mobility to ensure joint
and coalition forces have the forces and equipment they need. Our budget funds fa-
cility sustainment at 95 percent and meets the Defense Department’s goal.

A success story for Air Force readiness during wartime has been our aircraft
availability. In fiscal year 2003, we enjoyed our highest active overall mission capa-
ble rates in 6 years—the largest improvements since the mid-1980s. Mission capable
(MC) rates are perhaps the best-known yardstick for measuring the readiness of Air
Force aircraft. MC rates reflect the percentage of aircraft by fleet that are capable
of performing at least one of their assigned missions. Fourteen of 20 major weapon
systems saw improved mission capable rates in fiscal year 2003, at a time when all
of our systems were flying more hours.

The fiscal year 2003 aggregate MC rate of 75.9 percent was the highest rate
achieved since fiscal year 1997. Categorized by fleet, the current MC rate for our
fighter fleet is 75.7 percent; well into the third year of increased MC rates and sur-
mounting the fiscal year 2001 low of 73.9 percent. The current fiscal year 2004
bomber fleet rate stands at 71.4 percent, and the tanker fleet rate at 77.8 percent,
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a drop from the fiscal year 2003 rate of 79.3 percent. Between January 1999 and
June 2003, we saw a dramatic 60 percent reduction in aircraft grounding parts-
backorders. These gains were due to robust spares funding initiatives, fleet consoli-
dation, and transformation initiatives across the entire fleet. Another measure, can-
nibalization (CANN) rates reflect the number of cannibalization actions that occur
per 100 sorties for a particular weapon system. The aggregate CANN rate for fiscal
year 2003 dropped 15 percent from the fiscal year 2002 rate of 9.4 actions per 100
sorties. The fiscal year 2003 rate of 8 CANNs per 100 sorties represents the lowest
CANN rate since fiscal year 1995.

Our engine availability rates reflected impressive gains as recent investments con-
tinued to pay dividends throughout fiscal year 2002. Our U-2s sustained their mis-
sion capable rate while flying their most hours since the Gulf War, 35 percent high-
er than fiscal year 2001. Our Predator fleet posted its best mission capable rates
ever while averaging almost 200 hours per month. Our C-5s posted their best mis-
sion capable rates since fiscal year 1996 while flying the most hours since the Gulf
War. The B-1 consolidation is paying dividends, as our B-1s posted dramatic gains
in mission capable rates, with current rates at historical highs. All of our fighters
are experiencing a steady decline in cannibalization. We have made great strides
in reducing the number of aircraft in depot for maintenance, putting over 25 percent
more aircraft on the ramps for the warfighter since 2000. Fourteen of 20 aircraft
major design systems improved their mission capable rates over the previous year,
with Predator remotely operated aircraft improving by 11 percent and B—1 bombers
achieving the best mission capable and supply rates in the history of the aircraft.
Thanks to proper funding, fleet consolidation, and transformation initiatives, spare
parts shortages were reduced to the lowest levels recorded across the entire fleet.
We are providing the right tools and resources to our airmen.

The Air Force continues to place emphasis on a solid depot maintenance program
for DOD’s weapon systems. For fiscal year 2005, we’ve increased Depot Purchased
Equipment Maintenance (DPEM) funding over the previous budget position to en-
sure the proper level of support to the warfighter. Aging aircraft issues continue to
make depot maintenance both expensive and challenging, and thus we are looking
for innovative ways to guarantee the right mix of aircraft is available to the combat-
ant commander at any given time.

Within our depots, we continue to look for ways to transform, reduce depot costs,
and meet the needs of the warfighter by ensuring that the depots have the capacity
to accomplish the required workload. An extremely important facet of the depots is
that during wartime or contingencies, the Air Force can surge repair operations and
realign capacity to support the warfighter’s immediate needs. We will maintain the
appropriate level of depot maintenance to ensure our aging fleet stands ready to de-
ploy, fly, and fight anywhere, anytime.

Our depots have put some of these initiatives into place with exceptional results.
In fiscal year 2003 our depot maintenance teams were more productive than
planned, exceeding aircraft, engine, and commodity production goals and reducing
flow days in nearly all areas. Implementation of “lean” production processes, opti-
mized use of the existing workforce, and appropriate funding all contributed to this
good news story. In addition, our spares support to the warfighter is at record high
numbers. In 2003, supply rates and cannibalization rates achieved their best per-
formance since fiscal year 1994 and fiscal year 1995 respectively.

Again, the fiscal year 2005 budget requests an increase in the operations/mainte-
nance readiness funds from $25.4 billion to $27.1 billion. This readiness funding in-
cludes increases for Space Operations, Mission Support and Flying Hours, and in-
cludes a fully funded Flying Hour Program and Depot Maintenance funded to pre-
ferred readiness levels. Where funding does affect readiness, we have budgeted for
and are committed to provide the necessary resources to our airmen.

In spite of continued funding increases in recent years, readiness indicators for
the overall Air Force and the major operational units have continued to slowly de-
cline, primarily due to higher OPTEMPO of an aging fleet since the global war on
terrorism began—as we continue to reset and focus more on managing OPTEMPO,
we expect readiness indicators to improve. As of 15 February 2004, overall readiness
rates for major operational units (309) were at 63 percent. This figure represents
a 7-percent decrease compared to readiness rates at the same time last year (prior
to the start of Operation Iraqi Freedom). Overall readiness rates for major oper-
ational units dropped to their lowest point on 15 December 2003 (61 percent) but
are now showing improvement during the last two months due to ongoing recon-
stitution efforts. Below is a snapshot of current readiness rates as of 15 February
2004 for each major operational community and the associated changes since Feb-
ruary 2003. The arrow (trend) by each community represents recent readiness
trends since December 2003.
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RECAPITALIZING THE CAPABILITY

With spreading technology and increasing parity of foreign nations, the mere
maintenance of our aging aircraft and space systems will not suffice. Simply stated,
our current fleet of legacy systems cannot ensure air and space dominance in future
engagements. It is these risks and concerns that underpin our persistent advocacy
of program stability in our modernization and investment accounts. Our capability-
based planning and budgeting process is the foundation to accelerate modernization
while maintaining gains in readiness and people. We are investing short-term and
long-term across all of our task force capabilities, balancing modifications of existing
systems with the development of new systems. Air Force modernization efforts are
supporting our transformation goals while continuing to develop and field needed
systems, with nearly half of our investment in research, development, test, and eval-
uation (RDT&E).

The aging fleet presents the Air Force with the challenge of providing the joint
force commanders assets from an ever-shrinking pool of available platforms that
cost more and more to maintain. To counter this trend, we are pursuing a wide
range of strategies that accelerates our modernization and recapitalization efforts.
We are using an integrated and systematic risk assessment system, shorter acquisi-
tion cycle times, and improved program oversight. Our goal is to integrate our com-
bat, information, electronic warfare and support systems to create a portfolio of air
and space advantages.

As the Air Force has testified, our average fleet age has approximately 23 years
in service. With some manufactured as early as 1955, our KC-135 fleet averages
44 years in service. We have never dealt with a force this old. Our aging aircraft
are vulnerable to myriad problems, including technical surprises, vanishing vendors,
and increased operational costs. Thanks to this committee, we have recently enjoyed
a down payment on our recapitalization but require sustained funding to maintain
the force capable of supporting the National Security Strategy and JV2020. Eventu-
ally, new acquisitions will have to replace these legacy systems. In the interim, we
are finding innovative means to keep current systems operational in the near term
and are taking advantage of new opportunities to employ old systems in new ways.
Dealing With Aging Aircraft Issues

This new OPTEMPO has demanded more of our entire fleet. Specifically, corro-
sion, high-cycle fatigue, and aging composites affect the Air Force’s mission effec-
tiveness and availability due to flight restrictions. Examples that epitomize the
exact problem are found in a variety of fleets including the F-15Cs, A-10s, and KC—
135s.

Averaging 20 years old, our premier legacy air dominance platform, the F-15C,
suffered approximately 30 incidents of partial wing, horizontal and vertical sta-
bilizer loss and wiring bundle fires that have resulted in many operational restric-
tions. Additionally, their maintenance man-hours are up 150 percent in the past 12
years. With an average fleet age of 22 years, our A—10s, which provided invaluable
close air support to the joint force commander, has recently undergone inspections
for wing cracks that affected 247 aircraft. Both of these cases illustrate that these
problems are across the fleets versus aircraft tail number specific.

None of our aging aircraft fleets needs recapitalizing more than our tanker fleet.
Previous Air Force testimony has continually stressed the importance of this fleet
to the Air Force and to the Nation in terms of the global war on terror. The crux
of our challenge is how the Air Force will continue to provide these irreplaceable
assets to the joint warfighter considering their limited availability at ever increasing
costs. At the beginning of January 2004, 36 percent of the KC-135 fleet was un-
available including those in depot and those unit possessed but not mission capable.
Of those that are available, mission capable rates continue trending downward. In
addition to the unknown technical “surprises” which the fleet may encounter, known
severe corrosion of this Eisenhower-era asset continues to concern us. Organic pro-
grammed depot maintenance (PDM) and contract PDM prices to maintain the KC—
135 continue to rise.
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As many of you know, the Air Force has been very active on this front in an at-
tempt to continue to fill the joint force commander’s requirements for power projec-
tion. The Air Force fully supports the latest decision by Secretary Rumsfeld to sus-
pend the 767 Tanker Lease Program until all reviews are complete. We continue
to work cooperatively with the DOD Inspector General to reach a speedy and defini-
tive conclusion to their assessment.

In testimony last week, I reemphasized the Air Force’s requirement to recapitalize
the tanker fleet and discussed the operational capabilities needed for a new tanker.
The Air Force believes that whether this is accomplished through the normal pro-
curement process for which over $4 billion of funding is already programmed across
the FYDP for a KC—X replacement aircraft, or through the lease program, which,
as authorized in the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year
2004, will accelerate the recapitalization process, will provide this Nation a vital ca-
pability. In accordance with the 2004 NDAA, the Air Force will conduct the Analysis
of Alternatives using a federally funded research and development center or other
entity independent of the Department of Defense. This AOA is important in shaping
decisions for future recapitalization, and we expect it to be complete in fiscal year
2005.

Another important tool in shaping our decisions was implemented last May. The
new Air Force Fleet Viability Board establishes a continuous, repeatable process for
fleet assessment much like current Navy boards. Currently, the board is reviewing
the C—5A. This ongoing assessment will likely report on or around 31 March 2004.
Candidates for future boards will be reviewed annually to consider new concerns
and should produce a comprehensive standardized approach to examining entire
fleets of aircraft.

Aging Infrastructure

In addition to air and space platforms, we must address our growing deficiencies
in infrastructure. Improvements we secure for our air and space systems will be lim-
ited without addressing our foundational support systems. Deteriorated airfields,
hangars, waterlines, electrical networks are just some of the infrastructure elements
warranting immediate attention. Our investment strategy, to enable and modernize
our installation capabilities and provide quality working and living environments,
focuses on three simultaneous steps. First, we must dispose of excess facilities. Sec-
ond, we must fully sustain our facilities and systems so they remain effective
through their expected life. Third, we must establish a steady investment program
to restore and modernize our critical facilities and infrastructure systems, while con-
tinually advancing our ability to protect our people and resources from the growing
threat of terrorism.

We have accelerated our housing investment and expanded our privatization pro-
gram. We have programmed projects to eliminate inadequate housing at all con-
tinental United States (CONUS) bases by 2007, except at four northern-tier loca-
tions where it will be completed by 2008. We will improve more than 3,600 units
at 26 bases and support privatization of 7,000 units at 7 bases. Committed to sus-
tained improvements, the Air Force has increased this year’s MILCON request by
10 percent. The Air Force has embarked on a strategy for three world-class depots
and has increased funding for essential depot facilities upgrades and equipment
modernization as part of our “Depot Maintenance Strategy and Master Plan.” When
you consider our level of effort across the entire infrastructure spectrum, we plan
to invest more than $4.8 billion in fiscal year 2005.

A READY FORCE OF AIRMEN

A ready force is founded on its people. The 700,000 men and women that comprise
our Total Air Force—active duty, Guard and Reserve, and our civilians—are the
best America has to offer. They are officers, enlisted, civilians, and contractors from
every corner of the country and every walk of life. These world-class airmen are the
key ingredients to sustaining our record of success. Without exception we have been
and will always be dedicated to recruiting, training, and retaining professional air-
men and wholeheartedly believe that the Air Force can make no greater investment
and have no greater resource than in our people. They are our #1 weapon system.

The bottomline on personnel readiness is that our people are ready. We are sus-
taining our personnel readiness rates in the face of higher OPTEMPO, manning
shortages, and reduced training opportunities. ONE alerts and OEF/OIF deploy-
ments have left our operational units with less capability and opportunity to train.
The Air Force fully funded the flying program in fiscal year 2004 and will continue
to fly 100 percent of the flying program. For the past 3 years, the Air Force has
executed its budgeted O&M flying hours without requesting additional funding for
contingency flying hours. Our airmen are gaining real-world experience you cannot
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create in a training environment. Today, over 70 percent of our rated aircrew is
combat experienced.

However, many of our aircrew instructors have been pulled to fulfill priority oper-
ational requirements, making it difficult to train new aircrew to relieve the combat
stress. This is especially true of our LD/HD assets which have been working at
“surge” capacity. We recognize that some of the most significant detractors to unit
readiness are lengthy, frequent deployments. Once airmen return from deployments
they require up to a 90-day reconstitution period, primarily for personnel training.
Maintaining our AEF rotation schedule helps stability and predictability, but most
of our stressed career fields are exceeding the 90-day goal. While the Air Force has
taken steps to mitigate the impact of lost training, sustained operations will remain
a challenge. As long as the current OPTEMPO persists, we expect Air Force train-
ing to remain at current levels improve, if not decline, as training currencies and
continuation training are harder to achieved.

Recruiting

We remain committed to an All-Volunteer Force. Our volunteer airmen are dedi-
cated, experienced, smart, disciplined, and representative of our country as a whole.
We recruit and promote the unique and diverse experiences and capabilities people
from all backgrounds, all races, and all religions contribute to our combat capability.

Last year the Air Force completed one of its best recruiting years ever. This year,
we expect to meet our annual accession goal of 37,000 by September 2004. With an
increased advertising budget, enhanced hiring incentives and enlistment bonuses,
and improved recruiter manning, the Air Force is making enlisted recruiting a pri-
ority, and it is paying off. The Air Force also continues to attract the country’s best
and brightest college graduates to join our officer corps. We have introduced addi-
tional incentives to recruit more students into Reserve Officers’ Training Corps
(ROTC), especially those with science and engineering proficiencies. We continually
adjust our goals to meet new force requirements and the demands of a competitive
marketplace.

Training

The Air Force requires sophisticated airmen who are trained to leverage tech-
nology and ready to perform in a fluid environment—air and space leaders for the
21st century. This will require targeted investments in the next generation of air-
men, from the ground up and throughout their careers. To that end, the Air Force
has introduced a coordinated effort to address all aspects of an airman’s career de-
velopment, professional education, and assignments in sum rather than individ-
ually. This deliberate force development effort generates policies tailored to the
needs of the individual airman throughout his career. Comprehensive in scope, our
training is doctrinally based and focused on three levels: tactical, operational, and
strategic.

Force Shaping

Our number one personnel challenge is adapting to the new steady state—a high-
er tempo of operations and a shifting skill mix requirement. With a 30-percent re-
duction in manpower since 1990 and a significant increase in worldwide taskings
over that same period, the Air Force is experiencing a dramatic jump in operations
and personnel tempo. We have discovered that while the number of airmen is ade-
quate, the mix of skill sets and the military/civilian/contractor ratio must be ad-
justed to reflect new realities.

Recognizing the new demands placed on us by the war on terrorism, we initiated
a comprehensive manpower review to determine relative stress amongst career
fields and to explore options to alleviate that stress. Our analysis shows we need
to shift manpower to stressed career fields to meet the demands of this new steady
state, and we are in the process of doing this. We have realigned personnel into our
most stressed specialties and hired additional civilians and contractors to free mili-
tary members to focus on military duties. We have also made multi-million dollar
investments in technology to reduce certain manpower requirements. We have redi-
rected our training and accession systems and have cross-trained personnel from
specialties where we are over strength to alleviate stressed career fields. Supporting
t{u} Sﬁcretary of Defense’s vision of moving forces “from the bureaucracy to the bat-
tlefield.”

Retention

We have found that our high OPTEMPO and uneven workload are major deter-
minants in an airman’s decision to leave the Air Force. Because the skill-sets of our
airmen are not easily replaced, we expend considerable effort to retain our people,
especially those in high-technology fields and those in whom we have invested sig-
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nificant education and training. In 2003, we reaped the benefits of an aggressive
retention program, aided by a renewed focus and investment on education and indi-
vidual development, enlistment and retention bonuses, targeted military pay raises,
and quality of life improvements. Our fiscal year 2003 enlisted retention statistics
tell the story. Retention for the first term airmen stood at 61 percent and exceeded
our goal by 6 percent. Retention for our second term and career airmen was also
impressive, achieving 73 percent and 95 percent respectively. Continued investment
in people rewards their service, provides a suitable standard of living, and enables
us to attract and retain the professionals we need.

Retention of pilots, navigators, and air battle managers remains a major concern.
Our flexible Aviator Continuation Pay (ACP) program is one important part of our
broad-based solution. Encouragingly, the ACP long-term initial take rate rose sharp-
ly to 65 percent in fiscal year 2003 from 47 percent in fiscal year 2002. Retention
for high tech specialties is also a concern as the pull from industry is strong. This
draw is exacerbated by long, frequent deployments in many of our high tech career
fields.

While high retention is in itself great news, we are faced with the fact that the
Air Force is over its authorized end strength and our skill mix is out of balance.
Being overstrength, however, serves as a mixed blessing that allows us to rebalance
the skills without exacerbating manning problems in the stressed career fields as
we draw down to authorized strength. Force shaping permits us to tackle these chal-
lenges smartly.

The Air Force has reduced its civilian workforce by nearly 100,000 since 1990,
leaving only 10 percent of today’s Air Force civilians with less than 10 years in serv-
ice and over 40 percent eligible to retire in 5 years. We must revitalize our profes-
sional occupations with new hires while minimizing the impact on the existing civil-
ian employees. Force shaping initiatives to restructure the civilian work force and
enactment of the National Security Personnel System (NSPS) to provide the depart-
ment with some streamlined authorities.

Future Total Force

Like never before in the history of the Air Force, we are a total force. Mission
success demands the interdependence of active duty, Air Reserve Component (ARC),
civilian workforce, and contractors. The ARC continues to be an integral part of the
AEF as a total force, and accounts for more than three-fourths of our tactical airlift
capability, two-thirds of our strategic airlift capability, two-thirds of our air refuel-
ing capability, and one-third of our strike fighters. The Reserve component also
makes significant contributions to our rescue and support missions, and has an in-
creasing presence in space, intelligence and information operations. In all, the Re-
serve component provides a ready force requiring minimum preparation for deploy-
ing in support of worldwide operations. As such, they need compensation, benefits,
and entitlements commensurate with these increased responsibilities. We are com-
mitted to using ARC volunteers versus mobilization whenever possible to allow the
units and members the flexibility needed to meet combatant commander require-
ments.

We are also reviewing our ARC manpower to minimize involuntary mobilization
of ARC forces for day-to-day, steady state operations while ensuring they are pre-
pared to respond in times of crisis. Since September 11, the Guard and Reserve
have played a greater role in the country’s defense than ever before. But there is
a limit to how many demands we can place on our ARC forces in the current envi-
ronment. Historically the ANG and AFRC gain nearly 25 percent of separating ac-
tive duty members. Continued high OPTEMPO may threaten this source of recruit-
ing and force the ARC to explore alternative options to make up the loss. We are
also closely monitoring this situation and are taking steps to relieve the pressure
on the Guard and Reserve.

We are in the second year of our agreement to employ Army National Guard sol-
diers for force protection (FP) duties at Air Force installations, temporarily mitigat-
ing our FP shortfalls in security forces. We are executing an aggressive plan to rap-
idly burn down the need for Army augmentation by reducing our manpower require-
ments through the insertion of technology (to enable manpower avoidance), realign-
ing current manpower within end strength limits, and maximizing use of ARC vol-
unteers to replace departing Army National Guard soldiers. Coupled with civilian
conversions and contracting options, we are expanding total force (civilian, contract,
active duty, and ARC) involvement while at the same time reducing the stress on
our forces and the associated risks to our resources.
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CONCLUSION

The greatest testament to Air Force readiness is our continued success in project-
ing power around the globe and protecting America and her allies from potential
enemies. The Air Force, along with each of the members of this joint team, is proud
of our operational successes over the past 2 years, but we cannot rest on our accom-
plishments. When our President and this Nation called last year—we were ready.
Within 21 days, this joint team had effectively broken coherent resistance in Bagh-
dad and collapsed the regime’s control. Five days later, the joint and coalition team
captured the last major Iraqi city, unseated a despotic government and liberated ap-
proximately 25 million Iraqis. The readiness that made the Air Force’s air and space
power contribution possible was the result of the hard work of the thousands of air-
men and civilians of our total force. Our success was also a tribute to this commit-
tee’s leadership and its staunch support at such a critical time in our Nation’s his-
tory.

We stand ready. Ready to project power to any point on the face of the Earth.
Lethal and responsive, America’s airmen stand ready to act—whenever and wher-
ever they are called.

Mr. Chairman, Senator Akaka, thank you for your support.

Senator MCCAIN. Thanks very much, General.
General Huly.

STATEMENT LT. GEN. JAN C. HULY, USMC, DEPUTY COM-
MANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS PLANS, POLICIES, AND
OPERATIONS, UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS

General HULY. Senator Akaka, Senator McCain, Senator Inhofe,
Senator Nelson, and Senator Cornyn, thank you for the opportunity
to appear here today.

Let me start by thanking you, thanking the entire committee, for
their continued and steadfast support for the issues and the pro-
grams that are of vital interest and importance to the readiness of
your Marine Corps.

I would ask that my prepared statement be placed in the official
record.

I am proud——

Senator MCCAIN. Without objection, your entire statement will
be made part of the record.

Thank you, General.

General HuLy. Thank you, sir.

That concludes [Laughter.]

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you very much.

Go ahead, please, General.

General HULY. I'm proud and honored to be representing the
215,000 marines, both active and Reserve, in the Corps today. They
are amongst the finest women and men America has to offer. Their
performance in OEF and OIF, in support of the ongoing global war
on terrorism, has been superb. But, rest assured, the Marine Corps
is not resting on its laurels.

Currently, we're in the process of deploying 25,000 combat-ready
active-duty and Reserve component marines and sailors from the
1st Marine Expeditionary Force to Iraq, and 1,500 marines and
sailors from the 2nd Marine Expeditionary Force have recently
been deployed to Haiti. Our Reserve units and individuals are com-
bat-ready, and have rapidly integrated with the Active Force, dem-
onstrating the effectiveness of the Marine Corps total force. We're
set and ready to continue our role in securing the security and in-
terests of our Nation with forward-deployed naval expeditionary
forces tailored for the current operating environment.
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Our current success was possible because of the excellent train-
ing and equipping of our marines, active and Reserve, which you
enthusiastically supported and generously funded. It was the co-
ordinated, sustained integration of fires, both air and surface, in
support of the Marine Expeditionary Forces (MEFs) maneuver that
led to victory in OIF. Our ability to apply combined-arms doctrine
was key as we integrated intelligence, command and control,
armor, dismounted, motorized, and mechanizing forces, artillery,
organic helicopters, and fixed-wing close air supports, along with
our combat service support to produce combat power in tempo that
the former Iraqi regime could not stop. Throughout, our training
and equipment were clearly superior to that of our opponent.
Again, your role in that cannot be overstated.

Superior training is a hallmark of your Marine Corps. While we
endeavor to keep the keen edge on our warfighting skills, the mis-
sion before us in Iraq requires an emphasis on support and stabil-
ity operations, and we have adjusted our training to meet this chal-
lenge. We have carefully examined our experiences in combat and
training in preparation for our upcoming deployment. Our Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom—2 pre-deployment training takes full advan-
tage of a broad survey of lessons learned, from convoy operations
all the way to cultural sensitivity training.

As a force, we are under some stress, due to increases in mainte-
nance cycles and operational tempo, as are all of the Services; how-
ever, through careful and meticulous maintenance management,
our material readiness has shown steady improvement. Owing to
our commitment to quality of life, recruiting, and retention pro-
grams, our personnel readiness now remains high.

In closing, let me say that you have every reason to be proud of
the contributions and sacrifices of the young men and women of
your Marine Corps and the families that support them, and to be
confident in their continued success. Their readiness is directly at-
tributable to the superior training resources and equipment made
available through support of this committee.

dThank you for your support and the opportunity to appear here
today.

[The prepared statement of General Huly follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY LT. GEN. JAN C. HuLy, USMC
INTRODUCTION

Chairman Ensign, Senator Akaka, distinguished members of the committee; it is
my privilege to report to you on the state of readiness of your Marine Corps. Your
marines are firmly committed to warfighting excellence, and the support of Congress
and the American people has been indispensable to our success in the global war
on terrorism. Your sustained commitment to improving our Nation’s Armed Forces
to meet the challenges of today as well as those of the future is vital to the security
of our Nation. On behalf of all marines and their families, I thank the committee
for your continued support and commitment to the readiness of your Marine Corps.

RECENT OPERATIONS AND CURRENT STATUS OF FORCES

Marine Corps readiness and warfighting capabilities have figured prominently in
U.S. military operations since September 2001 and the beginning of the global war
on terrorism. In Operation Enduring Freedom, sea-based marines projected power
hundreds of miles inland to establish a stronghold deep in enemy territory. During
Operation Iraqi Freedom, more than 76,000 marines (including reservists), their
equipment, and supplies deployed to the Iraqi theater, using a combination of am-
phibious warships, Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF) ships, and airlift. Once
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combat commenced, a Marine Corps combined-arms team advanced more than 450
miles from the sea, to Baghdad and beyond. In 2004, Marine Air-Ground Task Force
(MAGTF) flexibility and agility continues to be demonstrated as our marines sta-
bilize and help to rebuild Iraq and Afghanistan and maintain our commitments
afloat and ashore in other world regions.

United States marines are deployed around the world in 2004—from Iraq and Af-
ghanistan to Northeast Asia, from the Republic of Georgia to the Horn of Africa,
and from the Philippines to Romania. Marines deployed at sea on the warships of
Expeditionary Strike Groups are conducting sustained operations ashore in support
of U.S. security interests and commitments. Our top priority continues to be to
maintain a high state of readiness and to provide forces capable of meeting the de-
manding needs of the unified combatant commanders and our Nation in the pros-
ecution of the global war on terrorism.

Since the end of major combat operations in Iraq, the Marine Corps has been set-
ting the force in order to enhance warfighting readiness for future contingencies. We
have reloaded combat equipment and materiel on the ships of the Maritime
Prepositioning Force Squadrons while also ensuring that the requirements for Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom II are fulfilled. With our modernization and transformation
goals in mind, we are using the funds provided by Congress to repair, refurbish, and
where necessary, replace equipment.

Starting in January, and continuing through today, the Marine Corps is deploying
forces to relieve the 3d Armored Cavalry Regiment and the 82d Airborne Division
in Western Iraq in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom II. In preparation for this
new mission, we have made a major effort to analyze lessons learned from the Iraqi
campaign, and are determining how best to apply them in the current operating en-
vironment. Included in this effort is participation in the Army’s Improvised Explo-
sive Device (IED) Task Force, a joint effort to share the technology, as well as the
Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures (TTPs) of countering the IED threat.

While the entire force is under some stress due to increases in unit operations
tempo (OPTEMPO), individual deployment tempo (DEPTEMPO), and the effort to
repair and maintain our equipment, we continue to meet our operational commit-
ments. During 2004 Marine Expeditionary Units will still deploy as part of Naval
Expeditionary Strike Groups in support of combatant commander requirements.
Units will continue to deploy to Okinawa and Iwakuni, Japan. However, some of
those forces will subsequently deploy from Okinawa in support of Operation Iraqi
Freedom II. Marine Corps units continue to support exercises with our joint and co-
alition partners that are critical to supporting the combatant commanders’ theater
security cooperation plans, and counterdrug operations in support of joint and joint-
interagency task forces. While the operational tempo remains high, recruiting and
retention continue to meet our manpower goals. We are continually monitoring the
health of our Service, and we are focused on ensuring that the Marine Corps re-
mains ready for all current and future missions.

People and leadership are the foundations of the Marine Corps’ readiness and
warfighting capabilities. Operation Iraqi Freedom demonstrated that the Marine
Corps’ recruiting, training, and continued emphasis on education of the force are ex-
tremely successful in maintaining the high standards of military readiness our Na-
tion requires. The Marine Corps remains committed to taking care of our marines,
their families, and our civilian marines.

MARINES

This past year demonstrated once again that the most important weapon on any
battlefield is the individual marine. While the employment of precision weapons and
advanced technologies provide us unique advantages over our adversaries, our key
to battlefield success remains educated, highly skilled, and motivated marines. Dur-
ing Operations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom, our small-unit leaders’ skills,
adaptability, and flexibility produced victory on fluid, uncertain and chaotic battle-
fields. The Marine Corps will continue to recruit, train, and retain the type of indi-
viduals who brought us success in these and many other operations. Consequently,
in the coming years some of our most important readiness efforts will revolve
around individual marines and their families. This will be a challenge, especially
in times of war, when we call upon our marines and their families to make signifi-
cant sacrifices. We must, therefore, pursue our major quality of life priorities—pay
and compensation, health care, bachelor and family housing, infrastructure and in-
stallation management, and community services—that contribute to maintaining the
stability of the force, enhance personal readiness and family cohesion, and promote
retention.
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Personnel Tempo (PERSTEMPO)

As of February 27, 2004, the Marine Corps had 1,994 active component and 2,111
Reserve component marines who have exceeded the 400 out of the preceding 730
days DEPTEMPO threshold. Currently, there are 42,721 active component and
17,099 Reserve component marines who have accrued at least 1 day of DEPTEMPO.
Prior to September 2001, the Marine Corps maintained a 2.7:1 unit-level rotation
ratio. As a result of the current operational demands associated with the global war
on terrorism, Marine Corps units are rotating at a higher rate. The increase in rota-
tion rates will result in an increase in DEPTEMPO. The degree to which the in-
crease in unit-level rotation will affect retention depends on the duration of the in-
creased level of DEPTEMPO. To date, we have no evidence that the increase in
DEPTEMPO has adversely affected retention.

Recruiting

Successful recruiting is essential to replenishing the force and maintaining a high
state of readiness. Sustaining our ranks with the highest quality young men and
women is the mission of the Marine Corps Recruiting Command. Recruiting Com-
mand has accomplished this mission for more than 8 years for enlisted recruiting
and 13 years for officer recruiting. This past year the Marine Corps recruited over
100 percent of its goal with over 97 percent Tier I high school graduates. The Ma-
rine Corps Reserve achieved its fiscal year 2003 recruiting goals with the accession
of 6,174 non-prior service marines and 2,663 prior service marines. This year, as
force structures are developed to pursue the global war on terrorism, your support
is essential in arming our recruiters with the resources they need to ensure the
readiness of your Marine Corps.

Retention

Retaining our best and brightest marines is key to readiness. Retention success
is partly a consequence of the investment we make in supporting our operational
forces—giving our marines what they need to do their jobs in the field, as well as
the funds required to educate and train these phenomenal young men and women.
Our First Term Alignment Plan (first tour) has achieved its reenlistment require-
ments for the past 9 years. With just over one-third of the current fiscal year com-
pleted, we have achieved 76 percent of our first-term retention goal for the year.
Furthermore, our Subsequent Term Alignment Plan (second tour and beyond) re-
veals that we have already retained 47 percent of our goal for this fiscal year. Offi-
cer retention is at a 19-year high, continuing a 4-year trend of increasing retention.
Despite increased retention overall, certain Military Occupational Specialties con-
tinue to suffer perennially high attrition, examples include Aviation Electronics
Technicians, Electronic Maintenance Technicians, and Public Affairs. We are at-
tempting to overcome this challenge by offering continuation pay for those marines
with Military Occupational Specialties that are in short supply. Military compensa-
tion to all marines that is competitive with the private sector provides the flexibility
required to meet the challenge of maintaining stability in manpower.

Marine Corps Reserve

Our Reserve marines are a vital and critical element of our total force. The train-
ing, leadership, and quality of life of our Reserve component remain significant Ma-
rine Corps priorities. In 2003, the Marine Corps Reserve rapidly mobilized combat
ready marines to augment the active component. Marine Corps Reserve activations
in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom began in January 2003, and peaked at 21,316
Reserve marines on active duty in May 2003. Of the approximately 6,000 reservists
currently on active duty, over 1,300 Individual Mobilization Augmentees, Individual
Ready Reserves, and retirees fill critical joint and internal billets. As of March 1,
2004, we had 5,398 marines mobilized; 4,114 in Selected Marine Corps Reserve
units and 1,284 individual augmentees, and we have an additional 7,500 marines
that will be mobilized for our Operation Iraqi Freedom II requirements. Judicious
employment of Reserve marines remains a top priority of the Marine Corps to en-
sure the Marine Corps Reserve maintains the capability to augment and reinforce
the active component. Our Reserve units and individuals are combat ready and have
rapidly integrated into Active Forces commands demonstrating the effectiveness of
the Marine Corps total force.

Marine Corps Reserve units maintain high levels of pre-mobilization readiness.
Reserve Units consistently train to a high readiness standard. Ninety-eight percent
of Selected Marine Corps Reserve (SMCR) marines called up for duty reported for
mobilization and less than 1 percent requested a deferment, delay, or exemption.
The Marine Corps Reserve executed a rapid and efficient mobilization with units
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averaging 6 days from notification to being deployment-ready, and 32 days after re-
ceiving a deployment order they arrived in theater.

Similar to the active component, the challenge for the Reserve component is man-
aging the high demand/low density specialties such as civil affairs, KC-130, military
police, and intelligence. To date, 96 percent of the civil affairs, 989 percent of the
KC-130, 72 percent of law enforcement, and 69 percent of the intelligence marines
have been activated as compared to 50 percent of Reserve infantry marines. Build-
ing on the important lessons of the last year, the Marine Corps is pursuing several
transformational initiatives to enhance the Reserves’ capabilities as an even more
ready and able partner with our active component. These pending initiatives in-
clude: increasing the number of military police units in the Reserve component; es-
tablishing a Reserve Intelligence Support Battalion that includes placing Reserve
Marine Intelligence Detachments at the Joint Reserve Intelligence Centers; return-
ing some of our civil affairs structure to the active component to provide enhanced
planning capabilities to the operational and service headquarters; and introducing
an improved Individual Augmentee Management Program to meet the growing joint
and internal requirements.

End Strength

The Marine Corps is assimilating last year’s congressionally authorized increase
in Marine Corps end strength to 175,000. The increase of 2,400 marines authorized
by Congress addressed an urgent need to train and maintain enough marines for
the long-term requirements associated with the global war on terrorism. It has been
particularly important in enabling us to provide the Nation with the 4th Marine Ex-
peditionary Brigade (Antiterrorism), a robust, scalable force specifically dedicated to
antiterrorism.

As the Marine Corps is expeditionary by nature, we are accustomed to deploying
in support of contingency and forward presence missions. We are structured in such
a way as to satisfy our enduring requirements and meet operational contingencies
as long as the contingencies are temporary in nature. We do not believe, at the
present time, that an end strength increase 1s necessary.

Quality of Life (QOL)

As an expeditionary force, the Marine Corps conducts frequent and sometimes
lengthy deployments, and our senior leadership is focused on understanding and
mitigating the effects of these deployments on recruitment, readiness, retention, and
family life. For example, in recognition of the importance of the transition home for
both marines and their families, the Marine Corps developed a standardized return
and reunion program in coordination with Marine Corps Community Services
(MCCS) personnel, health professionals, and chaplains. The program was imple-
mented in March 2003, and was specifically designed to ease the assimilation of
service members back into family life following long periods of separation, as well
as provide information on the additional support programs offered in support of de-
ploying service members and their families. The program consists of a mandatory
warrior transition brief for the returning marine, a return and reunion guidebook
for marines and family members, a caregiver brief, and briefs designed for spouses.

The Marine Corps will continue to look at our unique demographics (e.g., the
youth of the force, number of children/ spouses, number of single parents, number
of relocations/forward deployed marines) in a holistic manner and adjust QOL pro-
grams to provide the counseling and support needed before, during, and after de-
ployments. The primary focus must be on prevention so that intervention require-
ments are decreased. The Marine Corps continues to monitor the attitudes and con-
cerns of marines and family members relative to their QOL as we provide support
during the global war on terrorism. We remain committed to improving the stand-
ard of living in the Corps and ensuring that the “QOL benefit” is clearly articulated
to our marines and families.

TRAINING

Superior training has always been a hallmark of your Marine Corps. Our training
with the resources you provide enables us to maintain the high state of readiness
demanded of your Nation’s expeditionary force in readiness. In terms of operational
deployments, 2003 was the busiest year since 1991. Consequently, most service ex-
ercises were cancelled and participation in exercises throughout the world was re-
duced, with the exception of the Pacific region. In that area, marines embarked on-
board the U.S.S. Fort McHenry (LSD 43) participated in the Cooperation Afloat
Readiness and Training (LF CARAT) exercise sponsored by the Commander, U.S.
Pacific Command, engaging in a series of bilateral training exercises in the South-
east Asian littoral region. At home, the Marine Corps resumed service exercises as
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forces began to deploy for training within the continental United States. Combined
Arms Exercises (CAX) at Twentynine Palms, California; Mountain Warfare Training
Center (MWTC) courses in Bridgeport, California; Weapons and Tactics Instructor
(WTI) courses in Yuma, Arizona; and MEU special operations capable (SOC)
workups began in earnest to prepare recently redeployed forces for scheduled or
emergent deployments. These exercises also served to evaluate individual and unit
proficiency, and ultimately to maintain the readiness and operational primacy of
Marine Air-Ground Task Forces across the spectrum of operations.

Operation Iraqi Freedom II Pre-deployment Training

While we endeavor to keep a keen edge on our warfighting skills, the mission be-
fore us in Iraq requires an emphasis on Security and Stability Operations (SASO).
We have adjusted our training to meet this challenge. In preparation for Operation
Iraqi Freedom II, I Marine Expeditionary Force has analyzed lessons learned from
their experiences in conducting security and stability operations from March to Sep-
tember 2003, and from recent Army lessons learned. As they did last year, I Marine
Expeditionary Force is working closely with the Army forces in Iraq. They have con-
ducted a number of liaison visits with the Army units they will soon relieve. They
have drawn lessons from the tactics of the British in Iraq, which reflects many
years of experience in low intensity conflicts and peacekeeping operations; proce-
dures used by the Los Angeles Police Department for neighborhood patrolling in
gang dominated areas; as well as study of the Marine Corps’ own extensive “small
wars” experience. Our deploying units have applied these lessons through a com-
prehensive training package that includes tactics, techniques, procedures for stabil-
ity and counter-insurgency operations. We have conducted rigorous urban operations
training and exercises. Over 400 marines are receiving Arabic language immersion
training, and all deploying marines and sailors are receiving extensive cultural edu-
cation. Our supporting establishment is focused on the equipment, logistics, and
training requirements of this force—paying particular attention to individual protec-
tive equipment, enhanced vehicle and aircraft hardening, and aviation survivability
equipment and procedures. Marine aviation elements have worked closely with
Army aviation and their recent Iraq experience. This exchange facilitated an ad-
vanced aviation tactics exercise focused on mitigating the threats in the current op-
erating environment to tactical aviation. This type of training and support is critical
as we send marines back to war in a volatile, dangerous, and changing situation.

Training at Eglin Air Force Base

Training at Eglin Air Force Base (AFB) is envisioned to provide a near term pre-
deployment training capability for East Coast Navy Amphibious Ready Groups/Ex-
peditionary Strike Groups and Marine Expeditionary Units (Special Operations Ca-
pable), with the potential to be part of the long-term solution. The training concept
was designed for up to two 10-day training periods per year. The long-term objective
is that during each 10-day period, the Expeditionary Strike Groups will be able to
conduct training across the full spectrum of operational requirements. The Marine
Corps has invested approximately $4.2 million in environmental assessment/mitiga-
tion and infrastructure development required to establish an initial training capabil-
ity at Eglin AFB.

In December 2003, the Marine Corps completed its first 10-day training period at
Eglin AFB. The Marine Corps is assessing the quality of the training available at
Eglin AFB to determine whether training there merits the expenditure of additional
effort and resources. Meanwhile, we continue to explore and develop other options,
both within the United States and abroad. While Eglin AFB has the potential to
meet Naval Expeditionary Force training requirements, full development of this ca-
pability on a major range and test facility base will require a significant investment
by the Department of the Navy and Department of Defense to upgrade existing fa-
cilities, as well as changes to existing regulations governing test facilities.

Range Modernization

Rigorous, realistic training is crucial to combat readiness. We are building a com-
prehensive plan to sustain, upgrade, and modernize our ranges and training areas.
Virtual and simulated training scenarios and technology are increasingly important
and add great value to the complete training program for marines. However, live-
fire combined arms training and maneuver forms the core of our combat training
programs. The program to modernize our live-training capabilities will provide both
operating forces and installations the management tools and resources to better
plan and execute training and to honor our commitments as good stewards of our
training lands. The goal of our range modernization program is to preserve and en-
hance the live-fire combined arms training capabilities of Marine Air-Ground Task
Force Training Command, Twentynine Palms and Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma,
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and to preserve the unit-training capabilities of the Nation’s two premier littoral
training areas, Camp Lejeune and Camp Pendleton.

EQUIPMENT STATUS

The Marine Corps objective in setting the force for Operation Iraqi Freedom and
global commitments is to maintain a high state of preparedness. This will take time
and resources. Aviation units deploying or deployed in support of the global war on
terrorism are maintaining mission capability rates above 85 percent. The remaining
units are operating at slightly lower levels due to the aircraft parts priority being
established for our forward deployed squadrons. Our four divisions are currently
making steady improvements in equipment readiness because of the remarkable
maintenance and repair efforts of our marines, depot workers, and the support of
Congress.

During Operation Iraqi Freedom, the Marine Corps offloaded two Maritime
Prepositioning Squadrons (11 ships). Our equipment offloaded from Maritime
Prepositioning Ships Squadrons 1 and 2 had equipment readiness ratings of 98 per-
cent and 99 percent respectively. After combat operations much equipment was
worn and broken, and the assessment of that equipment is ongoing. In 2003, we had
approximately 2,000 marines in Iraq working to inspect, and where feasible, repair
equipment in order to bring it back up to an operational capability. The equipment
for back load is operationally capable, i.e., able to shoot, move, and communicate.
The equipment used to support the reconstitution of the Maritime Prepositioning
Force losses was pulled from assets left behind in the CONUS by deploying units,
Norway Air-Landed Marine Expeditionary Brigade (NALMEB) assets, and from
global war Reserve stocks. It will take time to return the Maritime Prepositioning
Force program to pre-Operation Iraqi Freedom employment capability, and the use
of Maritime Prepositioning Squadron assets in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom
IT may extend reconstitution. One squadron is essentially complete and ready to re-
spond to any contingency. Several ships in the other two squadrons had completed
reconstitution, but those ships have since been used to support the Marine forces
deploying for Operation Iraqi Freedom II. The current schedule has one Maritime
Prepositioning Squadron completing its scheduled maintenance cycle in April 2005,
and the second squadron concluding its scheduled maintenance cycle in April 2006.
The time it will take until we have all three squadrons back up will be a function
of additional equipment requirements in support of Operation Iraqgi Freedom II,
Corps-wide equipment readiness, and the condition of the equipment that returns
from Operation Iraqi Freedom II. In any case, reconstitution of our forces and Mari-
time Prepositioning Squadrons will be a challenge for at least a couple more years.

We have used assets from the NALMEB Prepositioning Program in the reconstitu-
tion of our Maritime Prepositioning Ships Squadrons, and expect to tap further into
the assets stored there as we progress in the overall Maritime Prepositioning Force
reconstitution as well as in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom II. Norway contin-
ues to demonstrate its role as a critical and valuable ally to the U.S. through their
tremendous support regarding use of our geographically prepositioned assets in
their nation. Specifically, their forces have affected several equipment draws, pro-
vided local security and in-country transportation for those assets, and executed the
loading of that equipment onto military sealift command (MSC) shipping in support
of our overall Operation Iraqi Freedom requirements.

Depot Maintenance

Returning our operating and Maritime Prepositioning Force equipment to full
mission capabilities is one of our highest priorities, and that priority is reflected in
the fiscal year 2004 supplemental requests for depot maintenance funding. However,
we have constrained our request for equipment throughput at our two Marine Corps
depots in order to preclude a significant investment in new facilities or production
line tooling.

The single greatest constraint on the ability of the Marine Corps to execute depot
maintenance funds in the near term (1-2 years) is asset availability. Asset availabil-
ity describes the ability to initiate the maintenance process by designating a par-
ticular asset as available for induction and the transportation of that asset to a
depot maintenance activity.

Marine Corps ground equipment assets are found in one of two primary locations’
with the operating forces, or in a preposition location (afloat or ashore). The current
operational tempo and our requirement to rapidly reconstitute the Maritime
Prepositioning Force make the scheduling of assets for depot maintenance problem-
atic. The Marine Corps chose to strike a balance between the need to have a Mari-
time Prepositioning Ship and its associated equipment available to the combatant
commander and the need to conduct depot level maintenance. This balance is re-



45

flected in the planning of Maritime Prepositioning Ship Maintenance Cycle (MMC)
8. MMC 8 began in early 2004. It is a 36-month cycle that will systematically rotate
the fleet of Maritime Prepositioning Ships through the Blount Island facility to ac-
complish the necessary maintenance activities (including depot maintenance), which
may have been deferred.

We will continue to evaluate options to accelerate our depot maintenance through-
put in order to return mission essential equipment to the operating forces as expedi-
tiously as possible.

INFRASTRUCTURE

Marine Corps bases, facilities, training areas, ranges, laboratories, buildings, and
Navy hospitals provide the essential framework for ensuring our force readiness at
home and overseas. Marine Corps infrastructure consists of 15 major bases and sta-
tions in the United States and Japan. We continue to implement programs that
maintain and improve our infrastructure while using only those resources that are
absolutely necessary to accomplishing our goals. The Marine Corps’ Long-range In-
frastructure Vision, Installations 2020 (12020), provides a roadmap for the future of
this critical support element of our warfighting capability. One of the subjects that
12020 deals with is encroachment control.

Encroachment Control

The Marine Corps strives to be a good steward of the resources entrusted to it.
We are grateful to Congress for providing a tool to manage incompatible develop-
ments in close proximity of military-use lands. Monitoring, evaluating, and respond-
ing to encroachment is critical to ensuring bases and ranges are available to support
mission readiness now and into the future. Many Marine Corps installations were
constructed 60 or more years ago in then-rural areas. Some of these areas are now
urban in nature due to regional development. The result is encroachment and readi-
ness challenges for the Marine Corps. We are working with Federal, state, and local
governments, to provide “win-win” solutions to encroachment pressures to ensure
compatible land use which will not degrade mission readiness. Several potential
partnership acquisitions are in the conceptual phase at four installations: Marine
Corps Base Camp Lejeune, Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort, Marine Corps Moun-
tain Warfare Training Center Bridgeport, and Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton.
Marine Corps Base Camp Lejeune, Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort, and Marine
Corps Base Camp Pendleton have established conservation forums as a framework
to address military requirements, and to collaborate with Federal, state, local, and
private entities in the region to achieve mutual goals and objectives in compatible
land use plans. Other installations are also considering the need to establish con-
servation forums, such as Marine Corps Base Hawaii, Marine Corps Air station
Yuma, Marine Corps Air Ground Task Force Training Center Twentynine Palms,
and Marine Corps Base Quantico. In addition, an encroachment mitigation plan will
be developed to monitor and contain internal and external development threats to
Blount Island’s long-term mission capability. These initiatives provide the oppor-
tunity to develop a long-term vision for our installations for maintaining training
readiness.

Urban encroachment and environmental issues impact our ability to maintain an
acceptable level of access to valuable training areas, and test ranges. Access restric-
tions have affected testing and the training of our forces, sacrificing rigor and real-
ism. This trend has stabilized as a result of the previous 2 years’ legislative efforts.
The Marine Corps supports the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act provi-
sions that seek to codify prevailing regulatory policies and practices of EPA and the
states regarding munitions on operational ranges; and protect us from negative judi-
cial decisions that could drastically undermine readiness.

Blount Island Facility

The Marine Corps will complete the acquisition of the Blount Island facility in
Jacksonville, Florida, in 2004. Upon ownership transfer to the Marine Corps, Blount
Island Command becomes responsible for the stewardship of the land, buildings,
and environment. To ensure a smooth transition, efforts are in progress to establish
facility management processes for base operating support and services, capital im-
provements, facilities sustainment and restoration, and antiterrorism force protec-
tion.

The acquisition of the Blount Island facility in Jacksonville, Florida, is critical to
our Nation and to our Corps’ warfighting capabilities. Blount Island’s peacetime
mission is to support the Maritime Prepositioning Force. Its wartime capability to
support massive logistics sustainment from the continental United States gives it
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strategic significance. The Blount Island facility has a vital role in the National
Military Strategy as the site for maintenance operations of the Maritime
Prepositioning Force. The Marine Corps thanks Congress for your role in supporting
this acquisition project.

SAFETY

Safety programs are vital to force protection and operational readiness. Marine
leaders understand the importance of leadership, persistence, and accountability in
the effort to reduce mishaps and accidents. The fiscal year 2003 off duty and oper-
ational mishap rates were driven upward by the mishaps that occurred during and
post Operation Iraqi Freedom, while the aviation mishap rate decreased. To meet
the Secretary of Defense’s challenge to all Services to reduce mishaps by 50 percent
in 2 years, the Marine Corps is focusing on initiatives that deal particularly with
the development of strategies and specific interventions to preclude mishaps. The
Marine Corps is an active participant of the Defense Safety Oversight Committee.
Our leadership at every level understands the challenge, and we are actively in-
volved in the effort to safeguard our most precious assets—marines and sailors.

OPERATIONAL READINESS OUTLOOK—NEAR TERM

We are preparing our marines and equipment for continued operations in Iraq.
We are hardening about 3,000 vehicles, including both large vehicles and the small-
er high-mobility multipurpose wheeled vehicles (HMMWYVs), against small arms,
fragmentation, and improvised explosive devices. We have enough body armor for
every single marine, not only in Iraq, but also in Afghanistan, to have sufficient pro-
tection. Working with the Army, we are developing technical means to detect and
defeat improvised explosive devices. In our operation Iraqi Freedom II pre-deploy-
ment training, we have sent our maneuver battalions through an extensive 1-week
course in southern California. All of our aircrew went through a 2-week course in
Yuma, Arizona, geared toward tactics and survivability in the current operating en-
vironment in Iraq, including convoy escort and manportable (MANPAD) surface-to-
air missile countermeasures and avoidance training. Each of our aircraft deploying
for Operation Iraqi Freedom are undergoing modification to install the most modern
aircraft survivability equipment (ASE) to mitigate their susceptibility to the
MANPAD threat. All deploying combat support and combat service support marines
have completed an extensive combat training course, ensuring that we adhere to our
fundamental tenet, “Every marine a rifleman.”

Your marines deploying for operation Iraqi Freedom II will deploy in two rota-
tions of 7 months each. This rotation policy will result in the least disruption to the
long-term health of the Marine Corps. We believe that this rotation policy is our
best course to minimize stop-loss/stop-move orders, interruptions in recruit training,
ensure career progression and development, professional military education, and to
allow flexible force applications for other deployment requirements. The first force
rotation, from March until September 2004, will be composed of approximately
25,000 combat-equipped marines, including almost 3,000 Reserve component ma-
rines. A second force rotation, from September 2004 to March 2005, of like size and
composition, will overlap the first and ensure a smooth and stable transition.

Our single greatest concern as we look beyond Operation Iraqi Freedom II is set-
ting the force for subsequent training and operations. When we refer to setting the
force, we are addressing our ongoing efforts to maintain the combat readiness of
your Marine Corps. In our preparation for current global operations, OPTEMPO,
PERSTEMPO, and the maintenance, repair, or replacement of equipment are our
focu(si; but as we set the force, we also have modernization and transformation in
mind.

MODERNIZATION AND TRANSFORMATION

Achieving our vision for the future of the Marine Corps while maintaining near-
term readiness will require the upgrade and modernization of current systems until
they can be replaced, while we carry out key modernization and transformational
programs. Our top acquisition priorities, such as the MV-22 Osprey, the KC-130dJ,
the Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle, the Short Take Off Vertical Landing Joint
Strike Fighter, the Lightweight 155mm Howitzer, the High Mobility Artillery Rock-
et System, and the CH-53X and UH-1Y/AH-1Z are the cornerstone of the Marine
Corps future capabilities. Initiatives like the family of Navy and Marine Corps Mine
Countermeasures systems, concepts such as Tactical Air Integration, Logistics Mod-
ernization and Command and Control, and improvements in Intelligence and Infor-
mation Operations are equally essential to our transformation effort, and we are ex-
ploring technology and processes that facilitate our transformation.
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Most important of all to our future readiness are our Sea Power 21 initiatives in
partnership with the Navy. We hold a deep and abiding conviction that Sea Basing
initiatives hold the greatest promise for transforming your Marine Corps-Navy team
into a more ready, flexible, and responsive force—able to project sustainable power
across the full spectrum of operational capabilities anywhere in the world. More
than just an alternative to current capabilities, operations conducted from a sea
base may well become the preferred method for national crisis response in the 21st
century. Naval forces will be strategically and operationally agile, projecting power
from a fully networked sea base while operating within the security derived from
the Navy’s command of the sea. Sea Basing will provide national decisionmakers
with unprecedented versatility, because naval forces can exploit the freedom of the
high seas as maneuver space, relatively unconstrained by political, geographic, or
diplomatic restrictions. Navy and Marine Corps warfighting capabilities, thoroughly
integrated across all sea-based systems and assets, will provide our Nation and re-
gional combatant commanders the combat ready forces necessary to fight and win
in the conflicts of the 21st century.

Several new ship classes are coming on line within the next few years that are
important to the readiness of the Navy and Marine Corps team. The operational ca-
pability and flexibility of the naval expeditionary fleet will be significantly enhanced
with the fiscal year 2005 delivery of U.S.S. San Antonio, the first of 12 new landing
assault ships with advanced characteristics for amphibious warships. LHA(R) con-
cept designs are being evaluated within the context of Joint Sea Basing and power
projection. This ship will be the centerpiece of the Expeditionary Strike Group, a
contributor to the Expeditionary Strike Force, and will carry expeditionary warfare
through the middle of this century. LHA(R) will greatly enhance command and con-
trol capabilities and at sea training for embarked forces. The resulting design is
planned to provide a transformational capability that is interoperable with future
amphibious and Maritime Preposition Force ships, high-speed vessels, and advanced
rotorcraft like the MV-22 and CH-53X, and the Joint Strike Fighter. The Littoral
Combat Ship will be a networked, agile, mission focused, stealthy surface combatant
with capabilities optimized for responsiveness to threats in the littorals.

This year, the Marine Corps continues to refine plans for the Marine Expedition-
ary Brigade of 2015, in concert with our concept for sea-based operations. Similarly,
the analysis of alternatives for our Maritime Prepositioning Force (Future), a criti-
cal component of Sea Basing, will provide valid choices for achieving Sea Basing ca-
pabilities. These initiatives will complement, rather than replace, the amphibious
lift and forcible entry capacity of the LHA(R), LPD-17, and LHD, and will provide
the I(Ii\Iation a deployment and employment capability unmatched in the modern
world.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, I would like to again thank the members of the committee for their
continuing support of the Marine Corps, and for the opportunity to discuss our read-
iness issues. The young men and women of your Corps are doing an exceptional job
in Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom. Their accomplishments are a
direct reflection of your continued support and commitment to maintaining our Na-
tion’s expeditionary warfighting capability. We go forward with confidence because
marines have the best training and equipment in the world, thanks to the support
of this committee, and the Nation we proudly serve.

Senator ENSIGN [presiding]. Thank you, General. I apologize, ear-
lier, for mispronouncing your name. I think I said Holy; I meant
Huly. People mispronounce mine all the time, by the way.

We're going to start, if the committee doesn’t mind, Senator
McCain has a very limited time frame, so I'm going to start the
questioning with Senator McCain, and we’ll have a round of ques-
tioning based on the early-bird rule, other than that, we’ll have
rounds of 6-minute questioning.

Senator McCAIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

General Moseley, you testified before the House Armed Services
Committee, and I quote from your statement—you said, “The op-
tions of contracting is not operationally viable. The option of re-
engining old 707s gives us a re-engined 50-year-old Eisenhower-era
tanker, not viable, from my perspective. Or the ability to go look
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at something out there that is outside the boundaries of a 767 air-
plane, so it"—it goes on to say—“it takes a 767-class airplane.”

General, are you aware of the DOD guidance issued on February
24, 2004, concerning the analysis of alternatives?

General MOSELEY. Senator, thank you for the question. Yes, I am
aware of that.

Senator MCCAIN. Are you aware of what the options are, as de-
scribed in that——

General MOSELEY. Yes, Senator——

Senator MCCAIN.—direction? You are.

General MOSELEY.—I'm fully aware of that.

Senator McCAIN. It’s totally, then, in contradiction to your state-
ment before the House Armed Services Committee, because it says
“options.” It lists the options, “retain, re-engine, and make required
modifications to convert remaining KC-135Es to KC-135Rs, retire
remaining KC-135Es, purchase a commercial derivative aircraft.”
It goes on and lists those aircraft, “purchase military derivative air-
craft, minimum consider C-130J and C-17"—in other words, the
Secretary of Defense has ordered an analysis of alternatives to ex-
amine a number of options, which you preclude in your statement
before the House Armed Services Committee.

General MOSELEY. Sir, could I address that for you?

Senator MCCAIN. Yes.

General MOSELEY. Sir, I understand the analysis of alternatives,
and I understand and fully support the decision by Secretary
Wolfowitz. I was asked my personal opinion in the testimony, and
responded as the commander of OEF and OIF, that, as we look
through this, the operational feasible nature of a 767-class airplane
will play out, in my opinion. But the analysis of alternatives will
be the deciding factor in that.

Senator MCCAIN. General, I read your statement here. There’s no
request for your personal opinion. This request was, “That’s the
last question, I thank you folks for"—et cetera, et cetera. He didn’t
ask for your personal opinion, General. You volunteered it.

General MOSELEY. Sir, I took that as a request for my personal
opinion, as we were talking about operational necessities of the
new tanker.

Senator MCCAIN. I've been on this committee for 18 years, Gen-
eral, and I've never heard of someone volunteering their personal
opinion. You come over here representing the administration, un-
less your personal opinion is asked for. Your personal opinion was
not asked for in that hearing.

But, more importantly, you state that the maintenance is low,
and that you’re having more difficulty—let’s see—you state in your
statement here before the committee—here’s where it is—before
this committee, that, “36 percent of the KC-135 fleet was not avail-
able, including those in depot and those unit-possessed, but not
mission-capable.” That’s according to your statement to this com-
mittee. The B-1 has a higher—a lower availability rate than the
KC-135, as does the B-2?

General MOSELEY. Yes, sir, I do know that. But the

Senator MCCAIN. Do you know, also, that—go ahead. Please re-
spond.
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General MOSELEY. But the KC-135 fleet is a key enabler for ev-
erything that we do with global strike and global mobility. Senator,
we have to have the tankers to be able to provide support for the
Navy, for the Marines, and for global strike and mobility in any of
these theaters.

Senator MCCAIN. Yet the availability is less than the B-1 and B—
2 bomber. Also, the information that we received from the United
States Air Force—and I'd be glad to give you that—it’s, “Head-
quarters U.S. Air Force Integrity, Fiscal Year 2003—quick look,
aircraft performance trend”—according to this, the availability
rates are up from 2002 to 2003. Now, maybe they’ve gone down be-
tween 2003/2004, but the availability went up from the year 2003.
Yet you state that the mission-capable rates continue trending
downward.

General MOSELEY. Sir, they still don’t meet air-mobility com-
mands’ established——

Senator MCCAIN. But the rates are not downward; they’re up-
ward.

General MOSELEY. Sir, we still could not deploy the KC-
135 E——

Senator MCCAIN. General, are the trends downward or upward?

General MOSELEY. Sir, they are still not leading air-mobility
commands’ standard

Senator MCCAIN. I’d like an answer to the question, General. Are
the trends downward or upward, as far as availability is con-
cerned?

General MOSELEY. I would like to provide for the record each fis-
cal year in each of the——

[The information referred to follows:]

Aircraft Mission Capable (MC) rates are defined as the percentage of a fleet that
is unit possessed (not depot possessed) and capable of performing at least one as-
signed mission. The aircraft availability rate is the percentage of a fleet’s Total Ac-
tive Inventory (TAI) (unit and depot possessed) that is MC.

The KC-135 fleet MC rates are trending downward and decreased by 10.8 percent
between 1991 and 2004. In fiscal year 2002, KC-135 MC rates were 79.6; in fiscal
year 2003, MC rates were 78.9; to date in fiscal year 2004 MC rates are 76.9. The
prime drivers leading to decreased MC rates for KC-135s include scheduled inspec-
tions and fuels systems repairs.

Both the B-1 and B-2 have shown improving MC rates. In fiscal year 2003, the
B-1’s 70.7 MC rate was the fleet’s best MC rate ever achieved. The B-2’s MC rate
of 43.9 was also its best MC rate recorded. The improvements for both bomber fleets
are primarily a result of improved spares funding since fiscal year 1999.

Although the B-1 and B-2 MC rates are the “best ever” they are lower than the
KC-135 rates for a number of reasons. The KC-135 fleet is a military derivative
of the commercial Boeing 707; a relatively simple design without the sophisticated
combat systems of the B-1 or B-2 aircraft. On the other hand, the B-1 and B-2
are military-specific integrated combat weapon systems, employing an array of high-
ly sophisticated and often cutting-edge technologies. These additional systems must
all be functioning properly for the aircraft to be considered MC. Therefore, there are
more systems on the B-1 and B-2 aircraft (fire control radar, weapons delivery, low
observables) that can cause a lower availability rate than on the KC-135.

The long-term availability rates for KC-135 have trended downward and de-
creased by 9.4 percent between 1991 and 2004. However, in the short term, the KC—
135 availability rate improved from a low of 33.6 in fiscal year 2001 to 62.9 in fiscal
year 2004, primarily as a result of depot process improvements leading to fewer
depot possessed aircraft. Both the B-1 and B-2 availability rates are also trending
upward with fiscal year 2004 availability rates of 57 and 33.7 respectively. The
bomber improvements are primarily a result of increasing MC rates.

Senator MCCAIN. Sir, I have that information right here
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General MOSELEY. Sir, [——

Senator MCCAIN.—presented by the United States Air Force,
which is in contradiction to your statement.

General MOSELEY. Sir, I'm not familiar with what you have
there, but I would be happy to look at it.

Senator MCCAIN. I’'m getting very weary of the United States Air
Force coming over here, giving us doctored information, making
statements, which are contradicted by their own data, and particu-
larly comments that you made. You weren’t asked for your personal
opinion before the House Armed Services Committee about it, “the
767 being the only option.” You're supposed to be representing the
Department of Defense, the United States Air Force. You are not
doing that in your statement. Certainly your statement before the
House Armed Services Committee is in direct contradiction to the
direction given by the Under Secretary of Defense.

I don’t have any more questions, Mr. Chairman.

I'm getting very weary of it, General. A lot of us are. You're
harming the credibility of the United States Air Force rather dra-
matically, in my eyes, and that of and members of the committee
and the American people.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator ENSIGN. Care to respond?

General MOSELEY. No.

Senator ENSIGN. Senator Akaka.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I want to raise an issue to all of you that I believe will pose a
continuing challenge to readiness, and get your thoughts on the
best ways to address it. Each of your budgets includes significant
increases to pay for growth in contract costs beyond normal infla-
tion. At the same time, DOD continues to set policies and issue
guidance that suggests increased reliance on contractor support as
you seek to return service members to jobs more closely aligned
with their military specialities. While I am completely empathetic
with that goal, my concern is that we will find ourselves in a situa-
tion where we are forced to pay higher and higher contract costs
to keep the military functioning, and that these must-pay bills will
crowd out our funding for training, spare parts, and possibly in-
vestment in transformation accounts.

My question to all of you on this issue is—and on this problem—
what do you see as possible alternatives to help mitigate contract-
cost growth?

General Casey.

General CASEY. A tough question there, Senator. As you ac-
knowledge, the trend is toward contractors, and we have already
talked, in the chairman’s opening statement, about military-to-ci-
vilian conversions, and to moving more toward that to free up our
military members to do military tasks. In all candor, Senator, I
need to think on that one a little bit and get back to you with an
answer.

Senator AKAKA. That’s fine.

[The information referred to follows:]

To a significant extent, base support contract cost growth is inevitable so long as

our missions and commitments continue to grow, while the number of military per-
sonnel available to perform base support missions continues to shrink because of
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greater training and deployment requirements. If we increase the scope of most any
contract, we must expect to pay for the increase. Performance of base support serv-
ices by military and government civilian personnel is in many cases more affordable,
or at least more predictable, because the costs and resources necessary to pay for
such services are determined by law, and grow relatively slowly. Costs for acquisi-
tion of contractor support, on the other hand, are primarily driven by competition,
or, rather, in many cases, the lack of competition. For a variety of reasons, military
base support work is oftentimes not as attractive as it might be to the broadest
spectrum of contractors, which might compete for our work and thereby yield lower
costs. We will therefore continue our efforts to make this aspect of government busi-
ness more appealing to our contractor community.

We can and will continue our efforts to promote competition through encouraging
broader small business participation in services contracting. We must make use of
the most successful contract types such as performance-based contracts that better
distribute risk between the government and the contractor, and reward efficient and
effective performance. When appropriate, using fixed price contracts also reduces
cost growth over the term of the contract. We might pay a little more initially de-
pending on the competitive marketplace, but we will know in the fixed price envi-
ronment what we are obligated to pay for a specified product or service, and can
better plan and budget for those costs. These solutions only work when the required
goods and services can be described and specified in enough detail and with enough
certainty that contractors can compete and where they can determine that assump-
tion of all cost risks is acceptable.

Imperative in this business is the need to change to what works. Evolving from
the days of the low bid contracts to the best value, from time and materials to fixed
price, and from cost plus to payment for performance must happen on an acceler-
ated pace such that we can maximize our purchasing power.

In addition, we must change our working relationship with our contractors. The
new OMB Circular A-76 fundamentally changed the process for comparing govern-
ment versus contractor performance. When fully implemented, it should better re-
strain cost growth by, among other things applying Federal Acquisition Regulation-
type procedures to government as well as private competitors. By leveling this play-
ing field, we hop to attract more private competitors to these procurements.

General CASEY. Good question.

Senator AKAKA. Any other?

Admiral MULLEN. Senator Akaka, there are lots of different
kinds of contractors.

Senator AKAKA. Yes.

Admiral MULLEN. Are you speaking of contractors with whom we
are engaged, in terms of purchasing equipment, our weapons sys-
tems, or other kinds of contractor support?

Senator AKAKA. Yes, these would be contracting such as on base
supports.

Admiral MULLEN. I, like my compatriot here, would like to get
back to you with a more detailed answer.

[The information referred to follows:]

Traditionally, many service contracts such as base support contracts were cost re-
imbursable. Since the major cost driver of these contracts was labor, and labor rates
generally increase from year to year, the costs associated with performance also in-
creased. As a result, it was necessary to budget additional dollars for the same serv-
ices. As a consequence, the contractor would continue to perform the services in the
same way, from year to year, often in accordance with Government specifications,
and with no improvements in efficiency.

Based on recent legislation, the Departments of Defense and Navy have estab-
lished clear guidance mandating the use of performance based service contracting
and the training of those who originate requirements for contracts to develop the
necessary performance work statements. In performance based contracts, the Gov-
ernment requirement is laid out not as a specification, but as a statement of desired
outcomes. Based on the desired outcomes, clearly defined metrics are used to deter-
mine whether or not the contractor is achieving the desired level of service. The
metrics are in turn tied to contract incentives: the service contractor earns more
when desired outcomes are achieved, less when they are not. Incentives can also be
tied to efficiencies and contract price reductions. For example, in a competitive envi-
ronment, a solicitation could require a 5-percent price reduction during each year
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of the contract. Or, a solicitation might request the contractor to propose price re-
duction targets as a factor for consideration during source selection. Following
award, contractor compensation is tied to achievement of price reduction goals.

In particular, Commander, Naval Installations is aggressively implementing per-
formance based service contraction including the use of contractor incentives as an
important tool to ensure that service contract costs do not squeeze out spending for
training, spare parts, and investment.

Admiral MULLEN. But I will say that one of the—I mentioned in
my opening statement, we have, in particular, in base support, and,
I think we’ve put in place, this last year, starting 1 October, the
Commander of Navy Installations. That is meant to be an enter-
prise-wide effort to much more clearly understand the cost of doing
business, including those who are contracted to do whatever they
might do on bases, or wherever.

From a headquarters perspective, we are challenged with the
tools, or the lack of financial tools, in order to track that very care-
fully. We’re challenged, in terms of being able to see it across the
enterprise. So it’s really through this standup, in particular, in that
area, that we’ve taken that on. In fact, in this budget, in 2005,
we've actually reduced some of the dollars that we would normally
allot to that requirement, as a risk mitigator, with the challenge,
internally to the Navy, to go out and make sure we generate those
savings in contracts to which you refer. So there’s a considered ef-
fort to make that happen. It’s not just in base support—we’re doing
that across the enterprise—but in particular in area that Com-
mander of Navy Installations has that charge.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you.

General Moseley.

General MOSELEY. Senator Akaka, I would only add that the
other piece of this, for us, is we attempt to return warfighters to
warfighting billets. There are some opportunities to reach out into
the contracting world in some of our base support and some of our
home-station base support. We are looking at that. We share the
concern that you have about under—stressing the cost of this, as
well as being able to surge that piece of the workforce, may be a
bit of a challenge.

Please let us get back to you with a more detailed breakdown of
the total force and where that lies.

[The information referred to follows:]

In response to the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002 (PL
107-107 Section 801) the Air Force instituted the Management and Oversight of Ac-
quisition of Services Process to increase leadership’s awareness of issues with serv-
ices contracts to a level similar to that we have in place to oversee major weapons
systems acquisitions. The process implements two major initiatives. The first deals
with how we acquire required services and mandates that requiring activities and
acquisition officials ensure services requirements are performance based, contain in-
centives to ensure potential contractors maximize effectiveness and efficiency, and
set forth metrics against which performance will be tracked. The second initiative
requires all services contracts with a total planned value in excess of the simplified
acquisition threshold ($100,000) to be reviewed annually by a designated official.
The intent is to ensure leadership, at the appropriate level, is aware of any issues
such as cost growth, schedule slips, or problems with performance, and appropriate
action is addressed. By delegation from the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for
Acquisition, the Air Force Program Executive Officer for Combat and Mission Sup-
port is responsible for this oversight for any services acquisition in excess of $100
million and is the Air Force-designated official to ensure all commands have an ef-
fective management and oversight process in place.

We are also working diligently to ensure we fully identify the requirements and
cost baselines and understand the impact that outside influences, such as Depart-
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ment of Labor Wage Determinations and Collective Bargaining Agreements, have on
services contracts cost growth. As the Air Force continues to identify positions that
have military personnel performing commercially available functions, we will maxi-
mize the use of competition to ensure we acquire the most economically advan-
tageous business arrangements to assume those duties.

General MOSELEY. But we are trying to use some of that as tools
to return warfighting uniformed members into those stressed Air
gorce Specialty Codes (AFSCs) out there in the expeditionary Air

orce.

Senator AKAKA. General Huly.

General HuLY. Senator Akaka, a great question. As a matter of
fact, the Commandant had a good sit-down with us about 2 weeks
ago, and we addressed this very issue.

To us, in the Marine Corps, it’s a matter of, how many marines
can we return to the foxhole? That’s what it’s all about. We have
had some great successes already, in some of the areas—in con-
tracting, in returning marines to the foxhole, and to be able to im-
prove their training and their commitment to the job that they
came in the Marine Corps to actually perform, while simulta-
neously improving the service that they were in before. A good ex-
ample are our mess halls. For instance, we have contracted the
preparation and serving of meals. In some instances, we're getting
a lot better nourishment out of that. So there’s a great deal for im-
provement there, and we’re starting to realize some of it.

Not all of our contracting has proven to work out in the long run,
and we are taking a good, hard look at all of that, just to see where
it does make sense. We're trying to limit the number of marines
on active duty that we have. We want to hold our current strength,
because the largest expense that we have is our manpower costs.

Senator AKAKA. The reason I asked that question was, at a hear-
ing that we had with the combatant commanders, General Abizaid
and General Jones, it was mentioned that about $800 million had
already been spent on contracting, and that surprised me, to hear
that amount. So that’s the reason for my question.

Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Senator ENSIGN. Thank you.

I'm going to allow Senator Inhofe to go, and then I'll take my
turn in the next round of questions.

Senator INHOFE. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that very much.

Let me, real quickly, just cover four things. General Huly, it’s
very rare that I would ever criticize the Marines. You're optimistic.
You're upbeat. But I want to caution you about—when you’re talk-
ing about, “Yes, we do have this superior manpower, but we don’t
always have superior equipment”—and I think you said that a cou-
ple of times in your opening statement—I would suggest to you
that the Paladin is something that you have used in the Marines,
as well as the Army, and it’s an artillery piece that is—there are
five countries, including South Africa, that make a better one
than—in terms of rapid fire and all the characteristics you look for
in artillery. So I'd always be a little bit cautious, because there are
people, none of whom are in this room right now, but those mem-
bers who really don’t believe that we need to continue moderniza-
tion, use statements that, “We already have the very best of every-
thing,” in opposition to modernization programs. I thought I'd just
mention that.
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General Moseley, I had mentioned something when we had the
chiefs in, I think last week or the week before, in defense of Tinker
Air Force Base, because it had been alleged by several individuals,
but primarily Senator McCain, that when two staffers went out
there, that things were—that they doctored up some of the exhibits
that were used, and all that. I would suggest in that—in fact,
they’re both here in the room with us right now—in defense of Tin-
ker, it could very well have been—and I think we all understand
this—that they were talking about Tinker’s experience. When you
talk about the corrosion incidence in bulkhead fittings, yeah, it’s 5
percent. But that’s Tinker. While the overall is 11.5 percent. But
if you skip on down to fuselage, if they intentionally let point num-
ber five off to try to deceive somebody, they would not have left it
off of the fuselage, because, in that case, the occurrence rate is 22
percent, as opposed to 18 percent service-wide. I just wanted to
make that comment, that I thought that they were acting appro-
priately out there.

For General Huly and Admiral Mullen, you know that we fought
and lost the battle of Vieques. We tried to keep it open. We tried
to keep that integrated training open. It’s the only place where we
could do the things that had to be done. I spent 22 years of my
life on that, and I don’t like to lose, but I did lose on that one.

I'd like to know, in terms of readiness—that is what this hear-
ing’s all about, hearing from each of you—have we adequately re-
placed the live-fire capability that we enjoyed in the integrated
training that we enjoyed on the Island of Vieques?

Admiral Mullen, why don’t you start?

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, sir, Senator.

I'd say that we’ve adequately replaced it at this point. When
we—or, to answer that question, when we moved out of there, Ad-
miral Natter headed up a recommendation to the CNO and the
Secretary, but particularly to the CNO, in his training hat, as a
way ahead in what we call the “training resource track,” to move
forward. That was an investment over several years to figure out,
with the loss of that capability, how we were going to train in the
future. We're not—we’re clearly not there yet. We’'re moving in
that

Senator INHOFE. Well, I think what you’re saying is, if we change
our method of training, that perhaps we can go into other alter-
natives and maybe do the same thing at three or four different
sites that we used to do at one site. My feeling has always been
that the one site is better, in terms of the readiness for the troops.

Do you have any comments on that, General Huly?

General HULY. Yes, sir. One site provides us the opportunity to
practice our combined arms—surface fires, artillery and mortars,
dropping aircraft ordnance, and, if possible, naval gunfire support.
We lost that when we lost Vieques. We're attempting to replace
that at Eglin Air Force Base. We have conducted one training exer-
cise there so far. We have to work with the United States Air
Force. That’s an Air Force range, and it’s an experimental or a test
range right now, and that’s different than a training range. We're
working through that cultural difference. It also has some signifi-
cant costs that have been associated with it to get us on that range
to be able to use
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Senator INHOFE. Yeah, and also there are a lot of airspace prob-
lems that you have. You're going through civilian airspace, so you
have requirements that you would not have had elsewhere.

I remember so well, Admiral Mullen, that, in talking to some of
your sailors and some of the aviators, that you can have the very
best quarterback, and the very best end, and the very best center,
and the very best running back, all this, but if they’ve never played
together, you lose the game. That was my feeling, and their anal-
ogy, or metaphor, that they used to try to explain that we are hav-
ing a problem.

General Casey, something I've been active in, I like the idea
that—General Jones, I think, has been the one kind of heading this
up—about looking at the problems we’re having in training in
Western Europe, about the idea that we have some 40,000 families
that are very, very expensive. All of the costs that go with that
make it very difficult. Perhaps a better idea might be, instead of
having 2- or 3-year deployments would be to have 2- or 3-month
deployments, go out to Eastern Europe. I just came back from Ro-
mania, Bulgaria, Ukraine, places where they really want us. They
don’t have the environmental encroachment problems there. It just
makes sense to me. It’s a lot cheaper way of doing it. Do you have
any comments about that?

General CASEY. We'd agree, Senator. I actually commanded the
1st Armored Division over in Germany, and had the opportunity to
go to some of those countries and look at the training areas. We
are actively working with General Jones to look at training areas
and develop some rotational plans to put units in there for both
presence and training.

Senator INHOFE. Well, I appreciate that very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for letting me go. My time is expired.

Senator ENSIGN. Thank you.

I want to ask just a couple of quick questions here. Not nec-
essarily quick, but as far as the answers are concerned. We know
that we are resetting, reconstituting, right now, our forces coming
back from both of the operations, and there’s a lot involved—we all
know that there’s a lot involved in that. We’re seeing some of the
costs in this year’s budget.

One of the questions that I had in regard to that is, first of all,
just making sure that you all feel comfortable, and adequate in
what youre doing, and that you have adequate funding; but the
other is that—how the funding should be allocated. In other words,
we passed a $67 billion supplemental, just the military part, last
year. It would seem to me that if we’re trying to reflect—we have
a “peacetime” budget and a wartime budget—it would seem to me
that the part of reconstituting is wartime, and that the costs
should be reflected in that and, if it isn’t—in other words, if 100
percent of that is reflected, I'd like to hear from that—but if it isn’t,
I think that that’s something you all should consider, into the fu-
ture for next year’s supplemental that you send us up here, so we
truly reflect the cost of the war versus a peacetime budget, because
if it’s a war, then it’s a one—maybe a 1- or 2- or 3-year expendi-
ture, or whatever it’s going to be; if it’s something else, then it’s
building into the baseline costs and budget for the military. Part
of it, I understand, is that it’s been built up—or some of it is—be-
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cause you all are trying to get to the level that you should have
been; and, in years past, that had been—it had been too low in the
budget to be able to refit a lot on the maintenance, on a lot of the
equipment, was not where you wanted it to be, and so you're kind
of using this time to bring things up to where you want to be, not
to where it was before. So instead of being where we were a few
years ago, you want to be at the level that you all feel that you
need to be. So if I could just have each one of you address that——

General CASEY. Okay. As you mentioned, Senator, we are work-
ing on the fiscal year 2004 base President’s budget and then sup-
plemental. Right now, we believe that with that funding we can ac-
complish what we need to accomplish in fiscal year 2004. However,
some of the costs of resetting the force that redeployed, and will re-
deploy in 2004, will obviously continue off into 2005 and will be-
come part of our 2005 supplemental budget.

As I mentioned in my opening statement, the President’s budget
covers our base plan, recapitalization, training programs; it does
not cover the war-related costs of Afghanistan and Iraq, or the re-
covery costs, as you point out. Those will be captured and will be
rolled up in the 2005 supplemental as we develop these costs.

Senator ENSIGN. Just to further clarify, did your reconstituting
part, at least throughout this year, though, get covered in the sup-
plemental from last year?

General CASEY. We were about

Senator ENSIGN. Or are you going to be

General CASEY. Right. About $1.2 billion of what we requested
did not get funded, but we are executing—we are funded for every-
thing we can execute, in terms of depot-level maintenance, in the
2004 supplemental, so those costs will roll over into 2005.

Senator ENSIGN. Okay.

Admiral.

Admiral MULLEN. Sir, when I testified over on the Hill last fall—
and I think this is true for all the Services—one of the issues we
addressed was the setting of the force, or the resetting of the force,
after the war. The Navy was fortunate, in that throughout most of
the end of last year, of 2003, we were bringing our ships home, and
we were doing that with the thought of getting them reset as
quickly as possible. The target was mid-2004, and we’re still basi-
cally on track. Between the money that we had in 2003 and the
supplementals that we had there, the money that we have in the
baseline budget, plus the supplemental money that we received in
2004, we're able to keep that target. I mentioned, in my opening
statement, we’ve also implemented this Fleet Response Plan, which
makes a much more ready force over a longer period of time. So
forces that come back, for instance, don’t stand down like they used
right away.

One of the baselines that the Navy has to work on is—Admiral
Clark, since he’s been CNO, in his first couple of years here, he put
$7 billion straight into readiness accounts, and so that filled up
magazines, spare-part bins, allowed us to do depot and mainte-
nance both on ships and aviation that really brought us to a very
high level that allowed us to perform as the country called in both
Afghanistan and Iragq.
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So we clearly are—there are some shortfalls that we see. There’s
about a half-a-billion-dollar shortfall in transportation costs, mov-
ing the marines to Iraq for this unanticipated pulse, if you will. So
we’re working with DOD right now to see how that will be re-
solved. But right now we’re in pretty good shape, and we’re on tar-
get for resetting, as we had said before.

Senator ENSIGN. Okay.

General Moseley.

General MOSELEY. Mr. Chairman, I would say as we execute
2004, the funding that OSD provided was based on being able to
execute in this period, and we’re okay with that. We can execute
what we have. We will have some shortfalls, and we’re mitigating
that and working that, as you would expect us to, either in the sup-
polgmental or in the resubmission, and we’re working those with

D.

For 2005, T will tell you that we are able to stabilize some of our
contingency operations for the 2005 submission. Basically, Oper-
ation Noble Eagle, since that has manifested itself over time with
the number of locations and the number of aircraft, that ONE is
much easier for us to predict than operations in Afghanistan or
Iraq. So we’'ve made a step forward in the contingency tasking to
stabilize Operation Noble Eagle, and then we’ll go forward with the
rest of the contingency business.

Senator ENSIGN. General Huly.

General HULY. Thank you, sir.

We've had some unforeseen commitments. In addition to OIF-1
this year, we have prepared for OIF-2 and some of the other con-
tingencies that we’re currently facing, as well as OEF, that we
weren’t originally planning for. I can tell you that right now we’re
about $800 million shy, unfunded, of what we think our commit-
ments—our requirements are going to be this year. As you would
expect, we have shifted money around. The long-term impact of
that on our accounts is, it’s going to come out of our modernization
efforts.

Senator ENSIGN. Okay.

Senator Nelson.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Casey, I've been concerned about the rotation of the
troops and the reliance on the National Guard and Reserve units,
particularly in theater. We know this past January marked the
30th anniversary of the all-volunteer force. We know, from our own
experience now, that we’ve never before, in the history of this na-
tion, relied so heavily on our Guard and Reserve units for missions
around the world. It’s a great challenge that the Army National
Guard has overcome since the days of the Gulf War, when, then,
three Army Guard brigades, intended to supplement the active-
duty, were deemed unfit for combat. Much has changed since then.

I understand that, by summer, National Guard and Reserve
troops will represent nearly 40 percent of the 105,000 projected
U.S. military men and women to be in Iraq. It’s an amazing accom-
plishment, and the leadership and men and women all need to take
great pride in where they are today.

But, General Casey, in your opinion and that of your command-
ers, do you believe that these National Guard and Reserve troops
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know exactly what they're going to be up against? Are they pre-
pared for the commitment that they are about to make, or, in some
cases, are currently making?

General CASEY. Senator, short answer is, yes, I do believe they
have been extremely well prepared, well equipped, and well
trained.

You mentioned the levels of the Guard and Reserve will ap-
proach 40 percent of the force in theater. That is correct. When this
rotation of OIF-2, which is ongoing right now, when those reserv-
ists and guardsmen get over there, we will have mobilized about
50 percent of the Guard and Reserve since September 11. We could
not have done what we’re doing without them.

Senator BEN NELSON. As part of the transformation, we’re seek-
ing to rely on the Guard and Reserve units with different skill sets
in the future so that we would be less likely to have to over-rely
on them as we, I think, by our own admission, have had to in this
theater. Is that accurate?

General CASEY. Absolutely. I mentioned, in my opening state-
ment——

Senator BEN NELSON. Right.

General CASEY.—about what we’re doing to balance about
100,000 spaces across the Army, between the Guard and Reserve
and the Active Force, to put low-density, high-demand capabilities
into the Active Force so that we will not keep going to the well
here and calling up our Guard and Reserve soldiers for specialized
skills.

Senator BEN NELSON. Well, because of the differences between
active-duty troops and Guard and Reserve units, whereas the
Guard and Reserve units leave their families behind, as do the ac-
tive-duty troops, but they also leave their employers on hold, their
careers on hold, their education, in some case, all these things that
are left on hold put them in a very difficult situation, because I
think, in fact, 41 percent face pay reductions while activated, ver-
sus what they would be if they were at home. Based on this, I'm
concerned about being able to sustain—even with transformation
and changing the reliance—about the long-term impact on our
Guard and Reserve units. I'm getting to my question now.

The Army National Guard recruiting is funded at only 83 percent
of the requirement. Apparently the Army cut the Army National
Guard recruiting budget by $18 million. The National Guard says
that that budget request doesn’t adequately fund recruiting to
achieve its accession goals, and the Army Reserves’ budget was cut
by $13.7 million. Are you concerned that these cuts, these under-
funding circumstances, will negatively affect our ability to recruit
Guard and Reserve units in the future?

General CASEY. Senator, they will obviously impact on that. I
will tell you that right now the Guard is retaining at a rate of
about 130 percent of what they expected they would. The Reserve
is well above 90 percent, in terms of attaining their fiscal year
2004 goals.

That said, we are concerned, and we’re watching this very care-
fully through the spring here as the units return. We think we
have the right incentives in place, and we’ll watch this carefully.



59

If we need more money to help them out, we’ll make sure that they
get it.

Senator BEN NELSON. Will we take it from the Air Force? I sus-
pect General Moseley won’t like that.

I'm a little concerned about how we’re going to balance out 2004
and 2005—even before we look at a supplement that’s already been
projected and predicted for this budgeting cycle. It won’t be part of
this budget, because it never is; but it'll be part of this budgeting
cycle. Are we robbing Peter to pay Paul? Are we robbing Peter to
pay Peter? It’s a loaded question; you don’t have to answer that.
I just [Laughter.]

General CASEY. Thank you.

Senator BEN NELSON. I'm only trying to make point, not put you
on the spot, that we have to be certain that as we fully fund the
requirements of the combined units—Guard, Reserve, and active
duty units—that we not do something that will put us in arrears
in our goals to have a full-capacity Guard and Reserve set of units
with the right skill sets to do the job in the future.

General CASEY. I think, you may know, we have a very aggres-
sive program working closely with the Guard and with the Reserve
to reshape themselves to the modular configurations that the active
Army is going to. We feel very positive about that, and I would be
happy to come up and talk you through the details of that at your
convenience.

Senator BEN NELSON. I appreciate that, General. You've always
been very cooperative and very open and frank, and I appreciate
your response. Perhaps as this goes along, we might want to sit
down and talk about—make sure that we’re not making, in short-
term considerations, long-term implications that aren’t good. Thank
you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator ENSIGN. Senator Cornyn.

Senator CORNYN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Gentlemen, thank
you very much for being here.

I also—I want to take up on Senator Nelson’s line of questioning,
with maybe a little bit different twist, and talk about the impact
of budgets on readiness, on deferred acquisitions and deferred
maintenance, and ask you to comment on what seems to me to be
a true proposition, but I'd be interested in your comments. That is,
a significant amount of what the Department of Defense budget
today is seeking to do is to make up for lack of funding that the
military—that the Department of Defense received in the 1990s. I
know there have been various proposals over time to phase out, one
I'm familiar with, two Army light divisions back in the middle of
1995, on top of some significant budget cuts through the Depart-
ment of Defense.

But my question really relates to more recent events, and that
is, a number of us are concerned, of course, with the deficit, but
we also realize we’re a nation at war. I want to make sure, and
I think ultimately this Senate will make sure, that the commander
in chief's budget request for the Defense Department is met, but
we are having difficulty addressing that this week as we debate the
budget resolution.
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Can you just comment, perhaps starting with General Casey and
then coming down the line, about if you do not receive—if the De-
partment of Defense does not receive what the President has re-
quested, in terms of funding for the Department of Defense, what
that means, in terms of your readiness, the need to defer acquisi-
tions, or possibly even defer maintenance?

General Casey, could you address that first, please?

General CASEY. Yes, Senator, thank you very much.

As I mentioned in my opening statement, we have over 300,000
soldiers deployed worldwide, about 165,000 of those on unaccom-
panied short tours, primarily in a CENTCOM area of responsibility
(AOR). So we are—our readiness challenges really are resetting the
folks that come back, preparing the next rotation to go—and that
is about 45 percent done—and then going on with our continued re-
capitalization plans to ensure that we deal with readiness for the
future, as well as just the present. We have laid that out fairly pre-
cisely. It’s not fully funded in all of the areas. So if we don’t meet
the President’s budget, I think our ability to continue to provide
trained and ready forces to combatant commanders for these ongo-
ing missions can’t help but be affected.

Senator CORNYN. I might just supplement my question for Admi-
ral Mullen, and that is that I know that the proposed budget reso-
lution calls for, or projects, a $30 billion supplement request, that,
obviously, is not built into the baseline, or intended to be, but just
for current operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. Does a projected
supplemental request address your needs, or is that better met,
more appropriately met, in your view, by your annual budget re-
quest?

Admiral MULLEN. Senator, as far as we’re able to anticipate the
2005 needs, and that—both the size of it and the etches of it are
important unknowns at this point. But, from my point of view, this
administration has treated us exceptionally well with respect to the
supplemental requirements that come on top, the unanticipated
needs. In the case of the Navy, there is an awful lot of deployment
capability that resides within the normal budget. So I talked—the
impact of a reduction, even this year, in accounts like the readiness
accounts. We took an awful lot of risk in setting up our readiness
accounts this year. We really are trying to put a lot of pressure on
ourselves to more efficiently execute those accounts and under-
stand them better, and that’s been a real priority for Admiral
Clark. We now have this new surge construct. I talked about the
Fleet Response Plan, which gets us—and we’re pretty close to
there, to six available shortly, with two follow-on carrier battle
groups, carrier striking groups. If we took a big whack out of those
accounts, we could go to four-two or two-zero very quickly, in terms
of available resource, available combat resources, to meet the
needs. What that means from an operational commander’s stand-
point is, that while we are focused heavily in Iraq and in that part
of the world right now, that there are other parts of the world
where the President could choose options that would include those
resources that we might very well be short of, based on the kind
of decrement that was laid on us if what you postulate is possible
occurred.

Senator CORNYN. General Moseley, would you care to comment?
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General MOSELEY. Yes, Senator Cornyn. Let me agree with my
two colleagues, and add a bit of an Air Force perspective to that.

At the peak of Operation Iraqi Freedom, we had eight equiva-
lents of our ten air expeditionary forces deployed. We now have
three deployed. We've come down from eight to three. But our
steady-state requirement, or our steady-state desire, is for two. So
we are still stressing the system while we’re trying to reconstitute
and recapitalize.

We're working the challenges of resetting the people, which gets
us to the training, that gets us to the munitions, the training muni-
tions; it also gets us to the notion of refitting the vehicles, things
such as fuel bladders, tents, our expeditionary combat support, et
cetera. We are still in the business of reconstituting. Some of that,
I mentioned in my opening statement, will even take us out to
2007. So any serious degradation in the budget that allows us to
reconstitute and recapitalize would have impacts on us.

Senator CORNYN. General Huly.

General HuLy. Yes, sir. The Marine Corps has an active compo-
nent of about 175,000 active-duty marines. Today, about 50,000 of
them are forward-deployed, and that includes about 5,000 reserv-
ists, give or take a couple of hundred, one way or the other. Our
annual budget, peacetime, is about $16 billion. We have not com-
piled all the costs for OIF and where we are with Iraqi Freedom-
2 right now, but probably somewhere in the neighborhood of about
$2.5 billion is what that will cost us per year. That does not include
such unforeseen contingencies as Haiti or other events like that.

The importance of that supplement is that it will pay for that
$2.5 billion additional price tag that we weren’t expecting. If we
didn’t get that, which is the crux of your question, what would that
effect? It would affect our procurement of the replacements for the
aging aircraft, the weapons systems, the communications that we
need to continue to invest in to keep ourselves modern on the bat-
tlefield, the training and the quality-of-life initiatives. We would be
just barely—we would be making our investment in the operations
and maintenance to sustain that.

Senator CORNYN. Mr. Chairman, if you’ll permit me a concluding
question, let me just ask General Casey to comment on this. Last
year, Congress passed an $87 billion supplemental which included
funds for force-protection items like up-armored high-mobility mul-
tipurpose wheeled vehicles (HMMWYVs) and advanced body armor.
Can you give this subcommittee an idea of what this funding has
meant, in terms of the safety of our troops, in terms of providing
the resources that our troops have needed in order to accomplish
the objectives that the commander in chief has asked of you?

General CASEY. Senator, I can. It has enabled us to significantly
increase the protection for our soldiers throughout the theater, Af-
ghanistan and Iraq.

Senator CORNYN. Is it true that that came in the nature of im-
prox;led-?armor HMMWYVs and body-armor protection, things as basic
as that?

General CASEY. Absolutely, Senator. In fact, I think it’s been re-
ported here in the hearings over the last week or so, that there is
sufficient body armor, with the special protection plates, in the the-
ater now to equip every soldier. There’s some distribution to Af-
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ghanistan to fill out about a thousand, but everybody in Iraq has
the body armor with the small arms protective inserts (SAPI)
plates in it, and every soldier crossing the border in this new rota-
tior%_ will cross the border wearing the SAPI plates, the complete
outfit.

With respect to the up-armored HMMWVs, we started off, last
November, with the requirement of about 35- or 3,600. The require-
ment’s up to 4,100 now. We have over 2,100 hard HMMWVs in the-
ater. We're also, with the money that you provided, actively pursu-
ing armored kits. Our intent is to provide armored kits for 8,400
HMMWVs, and we expect to have those kits available by August.

Senator CORNYN. Finally, is it fair to conclude if the Congress
had not stepped up and funded this $87 billion supplemental, that
it would have meant, or resulted in, increased casualties on the
battlefield as a result of the failure to provide those up-armored
HMMWYVs and body armor?

General CAsSEY. Either that, Senator, or we would have had to
gut the Army budget to find the money to do this. We’'re committed
to making sure our soldiers have the right equipment, one way or
the other.

Senator CORNYN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General CASEY. Thank you.

Senator CORNYN. Thank you, sir.

Senator ENSIGN. Senator Pryor.

Senator PRYOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank all
of you all for being here, and join my colleagues in telling you how
much we appreciate your service.

General Casey, let me ask you a couple of questions about this
budget. First, with regard to fiscal year 2004, Secretary Brownlee
testified last week that he had a commitment from the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD) that they will provide additional funds
to the Army to get them through the remainder of the fiscal year.
Are you aware of that commitment?

General CASEY. I saw the tape of the hearing, but we have the
same commitment from the people we work with.

Senator PRYOR. Okay. How much money do you expect the Army
will need? What is your understanding of where that money will
come from?

General CASEY. Senator, we’re going through our mid-year re-
view cycle starting next month, and so I'll have a much better feel
for how much that we’ll require here to get through 2004. So I can
get back with you when we’re doing that and give you a better idea
of what it is.

Senator PRYOR. Yeah, I wish you would.

[The information referred to follows:]

As part of the mid-year review process, we are looking at our execution and our
requirements for the remainder of the year. We will conduct our internal Army re-
view over the next 6 weeks in preparation for our review with the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense (OSD). When we complete our review, we will know what we need
for the remainder of the year, and OSD has committed to addressing our needs dur-

ing their review. I do not know the source of additional funds, but I understand
OSD has some assets left in the Iraq Freedom Fund.

Senator PRYOR. Do you have a preliminary number, or just a
ballpark?
General CASEY. I don’t right now. No, Senator.
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Senator PRYOR. Second, for the next fiscal year, 2005, by my cal-
culations the Army’s current budget request is for $26 billion in
O&M. If the spending continues next year at the rate you've been
going in recent years, I think the Army will run out of O&M dol-
lars within 6 months, in about March. In your judgement—and,
first, am I correct in that assumption? Second, in your judgement,
how long can the Army wait for a supplemental before you either
start having to increase the price tag on the supplemental or you
have to cut into other programs in a harmful way?

General CASEY. Senator, I'm tracking about $30 billion to $32.5
billion in O&M for 2005. But the gist of your question is—we think
we can cash-flow the first two quarters of 2005 in the O&M, and
probably run out of money around the end of March. That’s what
we're projecting.

Senator PRYOR. Okay. Do you—and I'm assuming it’s way too
early for this, but do you have any sense of what your supple-
mental request might be?

I mean, it sounds like, if I understand what all of you all are say-
ing, is that you’re coming in with this budget, but you all anticipate
the probability that you’ll have a supplemental request. Am I cor-
rect in that?

General CASEY. We know we will have a supplemental request.

Senator PRYOR. I guess what I'm trying to get a handle on is just
a general sense of how large you think those supplemental requests
will be for your various Services. Do you have any sense of that,
or is it just too early to know?

General CASEY. Sir, I don’t, other than going back and looking
at last year, or going back and adding up the monthly burn rates.
Those are the best projections that we have right now.

Senator PRYOR. I assume there are some variables right now you
just don’t know. But it is fair to say that you all anticipate needing
a supplemental. Is everybody in agreement with that?

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, sir.

General MOSELEY. Yes, sir.

General HULY. Yes, sir.

Senator PRYOR. Let’s see. Again, General Casey, not to keep you
in the hot-seat, but Arkansas, of course, has the National Guard
unit, 39th Infantry Brigade, that’s about to head that direction. In
fact, I've been down to Fort Polk and Fort Hood to see them do
their training. I cannot tell you how many family members have
contacted our office, in one way or another, about personal body
armor. So I'm glad to hear you say that they all will have it as they
cross into the theater. But I must tell you that Secretary Brownlee,
back in November of last year, testified before the committee that
they would receive it by December 31, and that didn’t happen.
Then I went down to Fort Hood, Texas, to see the Guard troops
down there, and they were assured, at that time, that they would
receive it at Fort Hood, and that didn’t happen. But are you telling
me and telling the subcommittee today that you are confident, a
hundred-percent sure, that they will all receive their body armor
by the time they actually go into Iraq?

General CASEY. Senator, you can tell those families that I'm a
hundred-percent sure that they will all receive their body armor
before they go into Iraq.
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Senator PRYOR. Great. That’s good news. We've been assuring
them, because the Army’s been giving us the assurance, but that’s
good to know.

General CASEY. So, I've seen e-mail traffic where the commander
of the brigade sent a note to someone on his forward party, who
said, “Is it really there?” and the note came back, said, “Yeah, it
is.”

Senator PRYOR. Good, great. Well, that’s good news. I believe it
is. But, again, I just wanted to ask that for my constituents’ sake.

Another thing is, if I can sort of jump tracks here just a little
bit, we all have the base realignment and closure (BRAC) round
coming up, and there’s something that we’re aware of in Arkansas,
and that’s white phosphorous production. I assume all of you all,
in some capacity, use white phosphorous. It’'s my understanding
that the—there’s only one place that produces it for us, and that’s
the Pine Bluff Arsenal in my State, and it’s my understanding that
the private sector does not want to produce white phosphorous be-
cause they don’t do enough volume, and also there are liability
issues. It’s very dangerous material. My question is, If we do close
the Pine Bluff Arsenal, do you have any sense of where we might
get white phosphorous for military uses? General Casey, I'll just
ask you first. Have you given that any thought, has that hit your
radar screen yet?

General CASEY. No, sir, it has not, Senator. I wouldn’t even want
to speculate. I'll look at it and see if there’s other alternatives,
but

[The information referred to follows:]

Pine Bluff Arsenal (PBA) is our only source for loading white phosphorous into
munitions. The PBA buys the white phosphorous from commercial manufacturers.

The Army owned industrial base for producing ammunition is inefficiently config-
ured for current and future production requirements. Our strategy is to use the
joint, comprehensive and capability-based fiscal year 2005 Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC 2005) analysis to define and implement an efficiently-sized Govern-
ment-owned industrial base. In order for the BRAC 2005 analysis to truly be com-
prehensive, Pine Bluff Arsenal and all other Army industrial installations are being

analyzed. The Office of the Secretary of Defense has given us clear guidance not to
discuss specific “what if” scenarios.

Senator PRYOR. Would any of you all have any comment on that?
That’s just something that we’re certainly aware of in Arkansas,
because, they do produce it. It’s very dangerous stuff. Senator
Inhofe mentioned, a few moments ago, about some of the environ-
mental concerns, encroachments concerns, around the facilities,
and I can assure you around that arsenal there is no concern, even
thouigh they produce very dangerous material in the Pine Bluff Ar-
senal.

If T also, General Casey, I promise you, I don’t want to just——
[Laughter.]

General CASEY. Can I introduce my colleagues? [Laughter.]

Senator PRYOR. I don’t want to pick on you, I'm sorry, but it just
so happens that my first few questions are for you.

But as I understand the fiscal year 2005 budget, you’ve asked for
108 PAC-3 missiles. The contractor, as I understand it, is
facilitized for 144 missiles a year. I believe, in years past, we’ve au-
thorized 144 or more per year. If we could find the money in this
fiscal year, would you be willing to accept 144, in terms of, is there
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a need for that many? Or is the previous authorization just too
high? Do you know?

General CASEY. Senator, the 108 we’ve asked for will allow us to
backfill what we’ve used and give us some hedge for the future, so
we think that’s what we need.

Senator PRYOR. Okay. 108.

General CASEY. 108, yes, sir.

Senator PRYOR. Is 144 too many? Is that excess?

General CASEY. It’s more than we need right now, yes, sir.

Senator PRYOR. Okay. It’s more than you’ll anticipate that you'll
need, I assume from your answer.

Mr. Chairman, I have one last question for General Casey, if
that’s okay; there’s the line-of-sight anti-tank weapon, called
LOSAT. I understand LOSAT is something that has a lot of prom-
ise and has proven effective and it appears to be a weapons system
that is very good and will be very helpful to our light divisions, es-
pecially. But I also notice that you're fielding only one LOSAT bat-
talion in this budget. My question is why? Part of my question is,
I know there is an untested, unproven technology system called the
compact kinetic energy missile (CKEM) system that is still, sort of,
in process of being developed, and I was curious if you’re going to
kind of do a technology leap, so to speak, and maybe try to go for
this newer technology if it proves doable, or if there’s another rea-
son why you’ve only funded one LOSAT battalion.

General CASEY. That system, the one battalion that we’re field-
ing, is designed to go to the 82nd Airborne Division to improve
their anti-tank capability.

I have to be candid with you, Senator, as we go to this concept
of modularity that I discussed in my opening statement, one-of-a-
kind units like that are not necessarily what we’re looking for. Add
to that the Javelins, up in Cincinnati, that has come online and
really gives the infantry soldier a great anti-tank capability. We’re
actively looking at the LOSAT and asking ourselves the questions
about whether that is the system that we still need.

Senator PRYOR. Is one of the problems with LOSAT is that it is
not flexible enough? Is that right? It’s got a limited usefulness for
military purposes, and maybe the Javelin and other systems have
more flexibility?

General CASEY. There are other systems that are available.
Again, we’re trying to get away from funding one-of-a-kind-like
units, and so that all of our units are more deployable and more
packageable.

Senator PRYOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator ENSIGN. I think what we'll do is maybe have another
brief round of questions for those who want to stay, but we’ll try
to get the generals out here as quickly as possible.

I just want to follow up. First of all, I want to thank you. In that
round of BRAC, we’re going to preserve Pine Bluff, but I under-
stand some other bases in Arkansas are going to close, so I appre-
ciate your offering that. [Laughter.]

Just joking. But, anyway, what I want to follow up on because
I think we always have to remind ourselves—and the two meetings
that I had earlier this week, we talked a little about this—we have
to constantly remind ourselves that the taxpayers’ deserve good
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stewardship. The primary function of the Federal Government is
the defense of our country. To that end, we need to do everything
that we can to fund the Services in the way that they need to be
funded, but I just want to constantly remind all of you, when you
bring things to us, that you have scrubbed it in every possible way
that you can scrub it. Admiral Mullen, this is just a reminder, be-
cause you did say you—I remember, earlier in your testimony,
where you said that there is no fat in readiness. There’s fat in ev-
erything. Okay? The total number may not be fat, but there’s fat
in every kind of program that we have within the Federal Govern-
ment, just like there is in the private sector. We constantly have
to be looking and challenging ourselves, “How can we do it better,
more efficiently, less money?” Sometimes we need to spend more
money, but we constantly need the reminder that these are the tax-
payers’ dollars that they worked hard for, and we want to do our
best with them. That’s just a brief commentary.

I do want to follow up just a little bit along the lines of the fol-
lowup—what Senator Cornyn talked about, because there were
some statements made in the press this last week that we sent our
military into Iraq without being prepared. Matter of fact, the—well,
what was the quote here? Yeah, just basically, we’re not, “not pre-
pared for the present conflict in Iraq.” I had a little trouble with
that statement, considering how extraordinarily well our military
did. But could each of you—if they weren’t prepared, and then we
don’t give them the money, the $87 billion and the $67 billion—we
found some—there’s always deficiencies. I mean, no matter what.
We go in right now—if we go in 10 years from now, we’re always
going to find areas of weakness. I mean, that’s part of a military
conflict, in doing analysis, where were we weaker and where we
could have been stronger.

But could each of you address the following. First of all, did you
feel that the services were doing their utmost, along with Con-
gress—whether we were prepared for the conflict in Iraq. Could
you each provide just a brief comment on that.

General CASEY. Senator, first of all, I believe that we were very
well prepared in all of the Services. The comment I think you’re re-
ferring to came out of Secretary Brownlee’s testimony. I reviewed
the tape, and you may have the transcript there, but that was
taken out of context. He was replying to a question on the up-ar-
mored HMMWYVs, and he was talking specifically about that aspect
of the preparations, not about the whole force.

Senator ENSIGN. So that comment was taken out of context, from
the Secretary of the Army.

General CASEY. Yes, sir.

Senator ENSIGN. Okay.

Admiral.

Admiral MULLEN. Mr. Chairman, the Navy was better prepared
than I have seen it throughout my career. That gets back to the
readiness investment I talked about, and clearly we were ready,
and the troops performed consistently with that readiness.

Senator ENSIGN. Thank you.

General Moseley.

General MOSELEY. Mr. Chairman, I would have to tell you that
the Air Force, or all airmen, whether they were Navy, Marine, or
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Air Force, were exceptionally well prepared. The United States Air
Force, 70 percent of our force is combat-experienced. We went into
OEF and OIF fully understanding what was expected of us. So I
believe that that was certainly taken out of context, and I would
take issue with anyone that criticized our magnificent airmen,
whether they are sailors or marines or U.S. Air Force.

Senator ENSIGN. General.

General HuLy. Sir, we fought the Iraqis some 12 years ago. We
learned our lessons, and we trained. We had sufficient indications
and warnings that we were going to go into this conflict, and I be-
lieve we were very well prepared to go do that. I think that’s evi-
denced by the fact that we exceeded our expectations, accomplished
the mission in a shorter period of time, with far fewer losses than
we even anticipated ourselves. That’s not to say that we haven’t
learned some lessons. We're applying those lessons that we've
learned now; in future conflicts we’ll even be better prepared.

Senator ENSIGN. Thank you. Thank you, all of you, for the serv-
ice that you provide for our country, as well as the men and women
who are serving out there. I'm going to make one last comment,
and then I'll turn it over to Senator Akaka for a second round.

I visited Iraq in December. I happened to be fortunate enough to
be there the day that they captured Saddam Hussein, and it was
quite an extraordinary experience for this Senator. While you're
there, what struck me the most was the missions that our military
men and women were doing that weren’t part of their normal du-
ties. The extraordinary risks that they were taking on their own
to try to win the hearts and the minds of the Iraqi people. When
they're out there amongst the Iraqi people, they’re taking risks,
and when they were painting schools and building some of the
things on their own, just doing little projects on their own, espe-
cially up in the Tikrit region, which was obviously still one of the
more dangerous regions, there was risk. If I thought I was proud
to be an American before I went there, I came away appreciating
more what our service men and women do than ever before. So I
just wanted to let you know that anytime I address them, and any-
time I see somebody in uniform today, or who had served in uni-
form, I want to say thank you to you and to all of them for their
service.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Chairman, I have questions here, and after
hearing the statement you just made, I want to put my questions
in the record. [Laughter.]

Also I want to say that his statement is one that makes us proud
of what’s happening there. Our military people are taking on jobs
that are more diplomatic today, in working with the people wher-
ever they are, as he mentioned, and so I want to end with what
he just said, praising our military forces for what they’re doing.

Thank you very much.

Senator ENSIGN. Okay.

Senator Cornyn.

Senator CORNYN. Well, I know I'm taking some risk asking ques-
tions after that, but I certainly concur. But I would be remiss if I
didn’t ask you about the Base Realignment and Closing Commis-
sion. I know the vice chiefs play a key role in that process. Of
course, the Secretary came out with some guidelines in December,
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and held those up for public comment. Of course, we’'ve known for
a long time that joint warfighting capability is key to our military
in this new kind of environment that we are in. But, of course, the
guidelines were pretty bare bones, and I know we’ll put some meat
on them as time goes by. But I'd just like to hear from each of you
gentlemen, who are the key players in this process. As far as you're
concerned, what is your definition, or what do you believe the ap-
propriate approach to joint warfighting training and readiness—
what does that mean, from your standpoint?

Starting with General Casey.

General CASEY. Senator, I've been being told, since I came in the
Army as a lieutenant, that you have to train the way you fight. It’s
clear to all of us at this table, and our bosses, especially after
watching what happened in Afghanistan and Iraqi Freedom, that
we are going to fight jointly when we fight in support of this Na-
tion. So we are working initiatives with each of the Services here
to improve our ability to schedule our training together, to ensure
that the right pieces of our force are supporting Air Force training,
and vice versa.

We are also, as part of this, of the BRAC processes in the build-
ing, working very closely to ensure that we are leveraging all of the
joint bases for all of the Services. We are all part of the BRAC lead-
ership here in the building, as you mentioned.

Senator CORNYN. Mike? Admiral Mullen?

Admiral MULLEN. Senator, as we have been going through this
over many months now, and will for the foreseeable future, through
the rest of this year, certainly, it is dominantly a joint perspective,
and that is very significantly a guiding principle for us. The cri-
teria to which you referred, I think, were the recently-published-
for-comment military value criteria. As I have immersed myself in
this process over the last several months, I recognize the respon-
sibilities I have this year, there probably is not one that’s more sig-
nificant, in terms of making sure it comes out right. I see it, at this
point, as an extremely fair way to go. I recognize that it is chal-
lenging for lots of reasons.

In the end, we want the best military capability, and I would say
joint-military capability, to be the result of what the outcome of
this is. I have felt, for many years, that it’s heroic—it has been he-
roic on the part of Congress to set this Commission up, or this proc-
ess up. From what I've seen so far, it’s a very fair process. There’s
a lot of data. This is going to be a data-intense, very well analyzed
process, from what I can tell so far.

I also am convinced that we do have some excess capacity that
we are paying for, between 20 and 25 percent, and that that is
costing us resources that we could better well-spend on the kinds
?f capabilities that we’re talking about today that we need for the
uture.

Senator CORNYN. General Moseley.

General MOSELEY. Senator Cornyn, let me add, to my two joint
colleagues, that I echo the notion that joint training is absolutely
required.

I would also add to that, joint rehearsals are absolutely required,
which takes you to the notion of having the ranges configured prop-
erly and having the ability to get on the range into layout sce-
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narios, a lot like we did prior to Operation Iraqi Freedom in the
ranges out in Nevada that Chairman Ensign is familiar with. We
went out multiple times with the joint team and set the conditions
out there to rehearse exactly what we were looking at relative to
specific mission areas. Those ranges are very critical, and the abil-
ity to do that is essential to a commander.

I would also say the ability to do home-station training, the
blocking and tackling, prior to being able to go do this serious joint
training is also a fundamental requirement. Whether those are ar-
tillery ranges, whether those are rifle ranges, whether those are
just vehicle operating areas, or for the Navy to be able to steam
and to sail, that the blocking and tackling that leads up to those
fundamental joint excursions, rehearsals, and training are abso-
lutely essential to us. We have to find ways to better set those con-
ditions, and we have to find ways to better train.

Senator CORNYN. General Huly.

General HuULY. Sir, we've just completed the most significant
operational joint evolution that the Armed Forces of the United
States have ever gone through. Having said that, we were very suc-
cessful, but there’s still room for improvement. Those improve-
ments will be made on the training fields, and those training fields
will not only give us the opportunity to train as we fight, as Gen-
eral Casey said, but it'll also point out where we need to improve
upon the development of our joint equipment and our joint proc-
esses of doctrine and coming up with how we’re going—our tactics
and techniques and procedures of the future.

We need the opportunity to do that, and that is on the bases that
are becoming more and more limited. Now, I recognize that there
is probably some excess capacity out there. We, in the Marine
Corps, certainly support, ardently support, the BRAC process. We
don’t have anything to contribute at this time to that process, but
we look, fondly, at how the other Services are doing in opportuni-
ties that will still be out there for us to train with them on their
installations, as well as ours.

Senator CORNYN. Well, in closing, let me just say I want to com-
mend each of you. The wide-open spaces of Texas [Laughter.]

—it’s a great place to train, wonderful quality of life for our mili-
tary, and not as many problems as other places, with encroachment
of populations. With that, I'll stop the commercial, Mr. Chairman,
turn it back to you.

Senator ENSIGN. Second only to Nevada, we appreciate——
[Laughter.]

Well, thank each and every one of you for your testimony. I know
the duties you have keep you very busy, just like ours, but these
oversight hearings and getting information from you so that we can
help you do your jobs the best and keep that best-prepared, best-
trained, best military in the world, I think, is a very important part
of the process. So thank you very much.

The hearing is concluded.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHN ENSIGN
JUSTIFICATION FOR REAL FUNDING GROWTH INCREASES FOR READINESS PROGRAMS

1. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget request for the operation and
maintenance accounts of the Services totals approximately $103 billion. This rep-
resents more than 5 percent real growth in funding for accounts directly related to
the near-term readiness of the Armed Forces. While there are many that have
strong opinions about increasing budgets for defense programs, I also know that we
are receiving reports highlighting potential readiness issues. For example, a Decem-
ber 2003 review by the General Accounting Office reported their concerns with the
condition of more than half of the weapons systems that they analyzed. What is
your assessment of how the fiscal year 2005 budget request will support critical
readiness programs and enable the men and women of your Services to successfully
prepare for and accomplish their missions?

General CASEY. We believe that the Army’s fiscal year 2005 President’s budget
request fully supports the readiness of the Army’s units to prepare for execution of
wartime missions. We are a Nation at war. As such, we have adjusted our priorities
to allocate funding to ensure that our soldiers are well prepared to succeed on the
battlefield. Based on the funds available to us, we have provided financial support
to programs in direct support of the soldier. As a result, overall real program growth
in operations and maintenance, Army is over $1 billion—4 percent real growth be-
yond inflation and other pricing adjustments. Much of this growth is in accounts
that directly support readiness, such as operational tempo, training ranges, training
support, military exercises, and depot maintenance. In addition, we needed to rectify
serious under funding of Army installation operations, and have begun to do so in
this budget. Even so, shortcomings in base support persist because of overall budget
constraints. While very few budget programs are fully financed, we believe we have
enhanced our critical readiness programs and have balanced the risk in support
areas such as facilities and base support.

Admiral MULLEN. I am confident that our critical readiness programs are properly
funded within our fiscal year 2005 budget request, delivering the right readiness at
the right cost to the taxpayer. The fiscal year 2005 Navy budget proposal was craft-
ed through a rigorous and analytically-based review with Navy leadership heavily
involved. This was a complex but important process designed to achieve the re-
quired high level of operational readiness. We took a more integrated review of
these accounts to balance our investment in them, taking well-considered trade-offs
only after reviewing the risks and balancing, on the whole, our current readiness
needs with future readiness investments. The lessons learned from Operation Iraqi
Freedom (OIF) thus far reaffirm that the capabilities-based investment strategy,
new warfighting concepts and enabling technologies we are now pursuing in our Sea
Power 21 vision are on the right course. This allows us to support our overall criti-
cal readiness programs and ensure our naval personnel are properly trained and
equipped to carry out their assigned missions now and in the future.

General MOSELEY. Delivering precise combat power anywhere at anytime remains
a top priority for the Air Force. To this end, we continue to pay close attention and
place necessary resources in all readiness programs as we transform and retool to
meet global threats. For example, in the fiscal year 2005 President’s budget request,
we have added resources to keep pace with our aging weapon systems. As a result,
we’ve increased depot maintenance, contractor logistic support, and field mainte-
nance to allow our forces to remain the most proficient in the world.

General HULY. During fiscal year 2004, the United States is responding to a wide
range of challenges across the globe, including fighting the long-term global war on
terrorism, rebuilding Iraq into a peaceful, productive member of the world commu-
nity, and preventing the spread of weapons of mass destruction. In this era, the Na-
tion needs forces that are highly mobile, flexible, and adaptable.

These characteristics define the Marine Corps, and they must continue to do so
in the future. The fiscal year 2005 Operation and Maintenance budget supports crit-
ical readiness programs within the Marine Corps Operating Forces, comprised of
three active Marine Expeditionary Forces (MEFs). Each MEF consists of a command
element, one infantry division, one air wing, and one force service support group.
This budget provides critical training and equipment maintenance funds to Marine
Corps Force Commanders so they can provide combat ready forces to the combatant
commanders.

MEFs provide a highly trained, versatile expeditionary force capable of rapid re-
sponse to global contingencies. The inherent flexibility of the MEF organization,
combined with Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF) assets, allows for the rapid de-
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ployment of appropriately sized and equipped forces. These forces possess the fire-
power and mobility needed to achieve success across the full operational spectrum
in either joint or independent operations. Embedded within each MEF is the capa-
bility to source a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB).

These funds also support the 4th MEB Antiterrorism (AT), whose mission is to
detect, deter, defend, and conduct initial incident response to combat the threat of
worldwide terrorism. The 4th MEB (AT) is the only MEB that has permanently
dedicated structure. The budget also supports the readiness posture of Marine Oper-
ating Forces and continues the fielding of improved combat equipment and clothing
for the individual marine, enabling them to successfully prepare for and accomplish
their mission.

2. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, why is this level of funding necessary to sustain the readiness of your
Services?

General CASEY. Because we are at war, we cannot risk being unready. While we
rely on supplemental funding to finance the incremental costs of combat operations,
we owe it to our soldiers and our citizens to maintain the tough realistic training,
necessary maintenance, and adequate support to personnel that a baseline oper-
ations and maintenance Army budget provides. We believe this budget reflects an
appropriate balance among many competing demands and should receive your full
support.

Admiral MULLEN. The funding we are requesting for readiness is the result of a
lengthy, analytically-based and detailed review of integrated requirements, bal-
ancing our current readiness needs with our future readiness investments. In devel-
oping our fiscal year 2005 budget request, we started from a common framework
that readiness at any cost is not the answer. As we built our request, we took an
integrated look across all of our readiness accounts to find efficiencies and, in some
cases, took some well-considered risk to balance current readiness needs with our
future readiness investments. These efforts will not affect our ability to meet our
assigned missions. Since these readiness accounts are at the appropriate levels;
however, any reduction to these accounts would lower our readiness below require-
ments. In the end, I am confident that our fiscal year 2005 budget request delivers
the Nation the right readiness at the right cost to our taxpayers.

General MOSELEY. Air Force warfighting capabilities depend on solid training and
a sustainable battle rhythm. While we’ve increased funding in our flying operations
areas, costs are rising to maintain our aging systems (i.e., KC-135 engine struts,
F-15 horizontal material replacement, A—10 wing refurbishment, etc.). We believe
the funds provided in the fiscal year 2005 President’s budget request is at the level
needed to provide trained forces to our combatant commanders while sustaining
readiness.

General HuLy. All of the Services are challenged with balancing competing prior-
ities within readiness, training, and supporting establishment accounts in a fiscally
constrained environment. The Marine corps uses the Program Objective Memoran-
dum (POM) process to determine funding levels for all programs. Our requested
funding level to sustain Marine Corps readiness is necessary based on requirements
submitted from the Operating Forces weighed against all other Marine Corps pro-
grams and priorities.

3. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, what are the potential implications that could result from reducing funds
for these readiness programs?

General CASEY. In this budget, we already accept risk in areas such as base oper-
ations and facilities; therefore these programs have very little capacity to absorb ad-
ditional reductions. As a consequence, they cannot buffer readiness programs from
the adverse effects of unspecified or general budget reductions. If training, oper-
ational tempo, depot maintenance, or other critical readiness programs were to be
reduced, it would send a message to our soldiers and our adversaries that we cannot
fully support our top priority. Reductions in these programs would have a direct im-
pact to the Army’s ability to successfully prosecute the global war on terrorism, im-
pairing our preparations that are necessary to fight and win future actions.

Admiral MULLEN. Navy’s budget submission is already lean. Through the Navy’s
analytically-based and detailed Integrated Requirements Capability Assessment
(IRCA) process, we've developed a well-defined readiness requirement that, through
consideration by senior Navy leadership, already takes some well-studied risk in the
readiness accounts to meet future readiness investment requirements. Since our
budget is already programmed at the appropriate level for the risk we are willing
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to accept, any significant reduction in readiness accounts poses a higher, unaccept-
able and unplanned risk to our combat capability.

General MOSELEY. Reduced program funding will create an inevitable decline in
Air Force readiness levels. Significant reductions in readiness resulting from greatly
increased commitments and burdensome tempo beginning in fiscal year 2002 and
continuing through today were mitigated through increased funding. The increased
flying operations budget, with associated funds for consumables, spare parts, fuels,
and training, offset the adverse effects of high tempo and an aging fleet.

By reducing funds to these programs, readiness will continue to decline through-
out the Air Force’s reconstitution efforts similar to readiness degradation experi-
enced prior to and after Operation Enduring Freedom/Operation Iraqi Freedom.
Supplemental authorization increases were a key component for mitigating the ef-
fects of high operations tempo.

General HuLy. The fiscal year 2005 budget request for Marine Corps readiness
programs is adequate considering the need to balance those programs against com-
peting priorities of maintenance, modernization and infrastructure within a fiscally
constrained environment. Any reduction in operation and maintenance, Marine
Corps funding would have real programmatic impact on our readiness, training, and
supporting establishment accounts. Reductions to the readiness accounts would im-
pact our essential operations and maintenance efforts that are focused on maintain-
ing unit readiness, such as organic, intermediate and depot maintenance of our com-
bat and support equipment. Other items impacted could be corrosion control and
purchase of secondary reparable components for Marine Corps vehicles and equip-
ment. Such reductions therefore lead to greater inefficiencies as those efforts must
be delayed or deferred, with the attendant result of higher future year operations
and maintenance costs.

REBALANCING ACTIVE AND RESERVE MANPOWER

4. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, I believe that Secretary Rumsfeld is moving in the right direction with
the rebalancing initiative to make the current levels of Active and Reserve Force
manpower more accessible, usable, and available to meet national security require-
ments. How are each of your Services progressing on rebalancing active and Reserve
manpower?

General CASEY. The Army is aggressively rebalancing capabilities within, and be-
tween, its active and Reserve components. These efforts will increase high demand
capabilities, such as military police and civil affairs, decrease reliance on Reserve
component units early in an operation, and divest of cold war structure that is no
longer relevant for our current security environment. However, there is no current
or planned rebalancing of manpower strengths between components. Although the
active component is temporarily increasing its ranks by 30,000 soldiers to restruc-
ture its formations while fighting the global war on terrorism, it is important to
note that we are not altering the programmed strength of our Reserve components.

Admiral MULLEN. As an important element of the total force, the Navy’s Reserve
supports routine fleet operations and provides critical surge and sustainment capa-
bilities to meet real world contingencies. Providing a more tightly integrated force
creates the opportunity for reservists to train, deploy, and operate alongside their
active counterparts using current doctrine, concepts, and tactics, as well as the most
modern equipment in the Navy’s inventory.

To support active-Reserve integration, the CNO and senior fleet leadership have
taken ownership of their Reserve, from recruiting and training, to equipment and
readiness. The fleet is identifying the capabilities it will require the Navy Reserve
to provide an input that the Active and Reserve components together will use to de-
sign and shape the force. This new sense of ownership will build closer day-to-day
operational relationships and allow for the seamless connection of total force capa-
bilities in the right place, and at the right time.

The near term goal for the Navy is to provide a Reserve force shaped by fleet re-
quirements and driven by SeaPower 21. To achieve this goal, we will continue to
align, measure risk, present options, and rapidly move ahead with assignment of
units and personnel to match requirements with capabilities. These assessments
will be driven by the question: What resources can we apply that will enhance effec-
tiveness and efficiency, and will contribute to warfighting wholeness? If the analysis
indicates that the number of reservists should be adjusted to meet current require-
ments and future capabilities, we will make that happen. If that means that some
equipment must be retired or realigned to support the Active Force, then we will
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ensure that the Navy’s Reserve is integrated with the fleet and trains on and oper-
ates the Navy’s newest, most capable platforms and systems.

For the first time ever, one fleet commander acting for all other Navy command-
ers, is conducting a Zero Based Review (ZBR), where every Reserve unit and billet
is being reviewed for capability relevance and alignment with fleet requirements,
and then forwarded to CNO for inclusion in future budget deliberations and re-
quests. The Navy Reserve will continue to provide mission capable units and indi-
viduals to the Navy-Marine Corps team throughout the full range of operations,
from peace to war, and will do so in a much more efficient and integrated manner.
The Navy has taken charge of its Reserve Force to further enable it to provide pre-
dictable and effective support to the fleet, ready and fully integrated, in the most
efficient manner possible.

To fully realize SeaPower 21, and under the guidance of Commander, Fleet Forces
Command, the Navy and its Reserve will align, organize, integrate, and transform
around the four warfighting pillars of Sea Strike, Sea Shield, Sea Base, and
FORCEnet. To provide sufficient operational range and depth to many of these ca-
pabilities, and to efficiently and effectively meet its requirements as part of the
Joint Force, Navy must leverage its investment in the extraordinary capabilities,
critical skills, innovative nature, and entrepreneurial spirit of its Reserve personnel.
The active component is currently engaged to clearly articulate requirements for the
Navy Reserve. CFFC’s Reserve integration cell will soon recommend the future Re-
serve Force structure necessary to meet these fleet capability requirements.

We are embedding key full-time support staff in headquarters, fleet and type com-
mands. We have developed strategic linkages between Reserve Forces Command
and Fleet Forces Command with tangible results, and continue to build new bridges
throughout the Navy. This was done to more closely align Reserve and Active Forces
and to improve combat effectiveness and efficiency. These actions will strengthen
ties between the Navy’s Active and Reserve Forces and are the first steps in an
overall initiative that seeks to define, and subsequently forge a cohesive “total force”
team that can more effectively satisfy the Navy’s operational requirements. We will
continue to identify and propose practical ways to better integrate reservists and
equipment with the fleet, and have taken steps to accelerate and solidify our inte-
gration efforts.

General MOSELEY. The Air Force is reshaping its total force mix and is on target
to meet peacetime and contingency requirements. We do not need to extensively re-
balance to solve a spike in requirements due to major contingency operations. We
will continue to review our force balance against the backdrop of current and future
contingency and peacetime operations as we go through our program review for the
Program Objective Memorandum 2006.

The Air Force leverages the Reserve component to be fiscally responsible and cost
effective. We use that capability only at the right time and in the right amount.
Prior to September 11, mobility operations did not require the extensive Reserve
call-ups that were characteristic of Operations Iraqi Freedom, Enduring Freedom,
and Noble Eagle (OIF/OEF/ONE). The OEF/OIF efforts are not a new steady state
as evidenced by our gradual reduction in operations tempo over the last 2 years.
During OIF, we selectively mobilized the Reserve component to fulfill combatant
commander requirements that could not be met by a combination of Active Forces,
Reserve full-time personnel, and volunteers. We deactivated many of these forces as
soon as the requirements were met. Since last August, we have demobilized over
15,000 of our mobility personnel. These are smart, cost effective business practices
that work well for the Air Force and our Nation.

The Air Force continues to aggressively pursue rebalancing initiatives as dis-
cussed with the Secretary of Defense. We call this the Future Total Force. We have
created a Future Total Force office within our headquarters to explore new organi-
zational constructs that will strive to integrate active, Guard, and Reserve units. We
continue to explore integration opportunities to maximize capability and efficiency
through innovative organizational constructs; for example, blended wing, associate
program, and aircraft, manpower and mission conversions. Further, as we continue
to work on redefining our Manpower Requirements Determination process, it will
incorporate all components of our workforce. By achieving integration of some units,
we will increase available manpower and take advantage of Reserve component ex-
perience during surge operations, while keeping overhead lean during peacetime. As
we divest legacy weapon systems, we will increase investments in unmanned aerial
vehicles; space capabilities; and intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance sys-
tems. These investments translate into roles and missions that are ideally suited
for the Guard and Reserve. Our developing concepts of operations put many Guard,
Re%e{ve, or blended units into front-line combat roles while reducing the need to
mobilize.
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General HULY. The mission of the Marine Corps Reserve is to augment and rein-
force active component (AC) units during war and other operational contingencies.
Selected Marine Corps Reserve (SMCR) units are assigned in the Secretary of De-
fense’ Forces for the combatant commanders memorandum and are included in all
the war plans. To effectively augment and reinforce the AC, SMCR units maintain
the same training standards as AC units. It is important to note that the Reserve
component (RC) in the Marine Total Force structure plays a unique role that is dis-
tinct from the RC of other Services. Typically mobilization of Reserve Forces is only
necessary for large-scale contingencies pursuant to the warfighting requirements of
combatant commanders. To date, the Corps has incorporated transformational
changes as a result of the global war on terror. The 4th Marine Expeditionary Bri-
gade (Anti-Terrorism), Air-Naval Gunfire Liaison Companies, and Reserve Intel-
ligence Battalion are all examples of structure the Corps has added, or in the case
of the Reserve Intelligence Battalion, will add, to get us to the appropriate capabili-
ties with the right mix of active component and Reserve component marines and
assets. The Corps remains committed to rebalancing efforts that optimize our ability
to carry out our mission

In the spring of 2004, the Marine Corps conducted a comprehensive review to de-
termine how we needed to modify our force structure to better prosecute the global
war on terrorism and meet national security requirements. As a result of this re-
view, the Marine Corps approved numerous changes to both our Active and Reserve
Force structure; these changes are being implemented in the fiscal year 2005-2008
time frame.

In the active component, the USMC is establishing two additional Infantry Battal-
ions, three Light Armored Reconnaissance (LAR) Companies, two Force Reconnais-
sance Platoons and an additional Air-Naval Gunfire Liaison Company (ANGLICO).
We will also augment our existing EOD, Intelligence, Aviation Support, Civil Af-
fairs, C4, and Psychological Operations assets.

In the Reserve component, we are establishing an Intelligence Support Battalion,
a Security/Anti-Terrorism Battalion, and two additional LAR companies. We will
also augment existing capabilities in the areas of civil affairs and command, control,
communications and computers (C4). In addition, we are restructuring some Reserve
units converting them to Individual Mobilization Augmentee (IMA) Detachments.
This allows us easier and more timely access to these Marine reservists to support
contingency operations. The Marine Corps will continue to evaluate our force struc-
ture to ensure that it provides needed capabilities in a timely manner to support
our national security requirements.

5. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, are their any particular challenges as you execute your plans and how
do you propose to resolve those challenges?

General CASEY. The largest challenges will undoubtedly center on sustaining re-
quired force levels for future operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, Bosnia, Kosovo, and
other parts of the globe while restructuring our formations. If force requirements
increase, it will delay Army efforts to transform. Our ability to access the Reserve
components for rotational overseas missions and homeland defense will also prove
challenging if current mobilization levels persist. For those capabilities required to
support current operations, the Army will continue to seek relief through contracts,
indigenous forces, and/or from other Services.

Admiral MULLEN. There are challenges to completing active-Reserve integration
(ARI). These issues are being addressed head-on by the CNO and senior fleet and
Navy Reserve leadership. Availability and accessibility of both active and Reserve
capabilities are the functional drivers behind Navy’s ARI. To gain combat effective-
ness and economic efficiency, the Navy is fully integrating its Reserve under the
Fleet Response Plan (FRP) through both unit level and individual augmentation
during day-to-day operational support. Under FRP, we will also maintain the ability
to mobilize reservists and equipment to support expanded surge operations around
the globe. The fundamental construct of FRP is a surge-ready fleet, able to sail to
any troubled spot in the world, swiftly defeat the enemy, and then reconstitute in
minimum time. Therefore, the Navy and its Reserve will continually be in a surge
status requiring minimum time to reset. Experienced and trained Reserve personnel
are ideally suited for this surge capability. The basic 24 drill days per year and 14
days of annual training are provided at about 20 percent of the cost of full time per-
sonnel, and they leverage prior Navy investment in training while maintaining a
continuum of service. Most reservists have both fleet experience and critical civilian
skills to contribute to this concept of efficient utilization, and will fit perfectly into
the unique surge mission requirements of the Navy Reserve as envisioned in
Seapower 21.
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Full integration will ensure that Navy reservists in aviation Fleet Response Units
(FRU) will be able to quickly activate and support global operations under FRP. The
result is a Reserve Force that is better prepared and more capable for both unit and
individual mobilization requirements. Co-locating our Reserve personnel and hard-
ware with their supported fleet units streamlines the activation process enabling in-
dividuals to train alongside, and be more familiar, with the units they will augment,
training and operating state-of-the-art equipment, as well as leveraging Active Force
tactics and doctrine.

Realizing some total force objectives will aid in overcoming the challenges of ARI.

e Service Predictability: Every sailor in the Navy Reserve wants to make a dif-
ference and needs to know with reasonable advance notice, when and where they
will train or perform fleet operational support, whether mobilized, on active duty
orders or on routine drills. As part of a fully integrated force, reservists will train
or perform meaningful work that provides or enhances capabilities required by the
fleet. Additionally, individual reservists will be able to anticipate drills and periods
of active duty through processes that will track and match necessary skills to appro-
priate billets or orders.

e Periodicity: Individual reservists’ availability varies during the year and with
each employer. These periods of availability can be leveraged to enable each sailor
to provide meaningful fleet support. “Flexible drilling” is encouraged to allow reserv-
ists to combine traditional drill weekends to serve for a week once a quarter, two
weeks every 6 months, or even for several weeks once a year to satisfy participation
requirements. If a unit or individual is called to mobilize, reservists will receive as
much notice as is possible, with a target of 30 days, to help minimize potential em-
ployer or family conflicts.

e Pay and Benefits: Whether drilling, performing active duty for training or mobi-
lized, reservists should be confident of receiving pay and allowances commensurate
with benefits earned by the active sailors with whom they are working. They should
be assured that their benefits will appropriately address their individual and family
needs, whether serving at home or abroad. Development of a single pay and benefits
system continues to be a priority to standardize the administration of both active
and Reserve personnel in all services. Navy is pushing to accelerate introduction of
DFAS’ Forward Compatible Pay System (an interim step toward DIMHRS) that will
eliminate pay problems associated with changes in service status and shorten mobi-
lization timelines.

General MOSELEY. There are a host of challenges that we must address to allow
us to successfully reshape the Air Force to meet the ever-changing demands of our
Nation for air and space power. These issues run the gamut of law, policy and proce-
dures, but they can be remedied. First, weld like to thank the Members of Congress
for assisting us in overcoming some of the Title 10 and Title 32 limitations through
recent changes to those laws, allowing us to create a unique unit at Robins Air
Force Base, Georgia. By addressing the obstacles to integration as a Total Force,
we were successfully able to integrate two different units and forge a blended unit
in which our active-duty and Reserve personnel train like they fight, as one team.
We may require your additional assistance in the future as we begin to explore and
expand this blended unit concept within the Air Force.

Our efforts to optimize the synergies of integration have introduced a new set of
challenges. By studying the intricacies of integrated force constructs we are separat-
ing myth from fact and identifying the most challenging aspects of true co-operation.
While recognizing the unique cultural aspects of our Active, Guard, and Reserve
Forces we must work towards developing a common culture that relies on the
strengths of all three components and shares the positive aspects of each culture
to maximize our capabilities. To do this, our next generations of leaders, military
and civilian, are being educated to sharpen their awareness of the legal aspects,
policies and procedures of each component. Where the active component provides a
guaranteed, on-call resource pool, the Reserve component brings an invaluable expe-
rience base and a 72-hour contingency response. Having highly experienced person-
nel working side-by-side with our young airmen saves countless dollars in training,
seasons our more junior active personnel, and ensures training pipelines continue
to flow during normal deployment rotations.

More challenges remain, such as our aircraft recapitalization efforts. The average
age of our aircraft fleet is 23 years. Some of our oldest aircraft are well over 40
years in age. When it comes to hardware, time is the enemy. As part of our effort
to recapitalize our aircraft, we need not only to divest the older airframes but also
re-invest any manpower savings from divested aircraft. In this way, we can reduce
or avoid maintenance costs associated with older airframes, while simultaneously
increasing availability of newer airframes through increased number of aircrews
and maintenance personnel. Naturally, our efforts will be impacted by the impend-
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ing Base Realignment and Closure process which will allow us to shed excess infra-
structure in order achieve greater operating efficiencies while avoiding unnecessary
operating costs. A final set of challenges is generated as we examine legacy missions
performed by the Reserve component and consider the Reserve component’s poten-
tial for new roles in emerging missions, such as homeland security.

General HULY. As alluded to in response to questions #4 the Corps’ approach to
utilization of the Reserve component mitigates the problems faced by the other Serv-
ices. Specifically, the mix of Active Component-Reserve Component (AC-RC) ma-
rines are relatively well balanced. The Corps’ AC-RC mix has effectively minimized
the amount of stress placed on Reserve units that need to mobilize in order to carry
out the mission that the AC is unable to cover. It should be noted that the Corps
continues to look for ways to improve upon its current utilization of AC-RC units
as we strive to maintain the right balance of forces to accomplish present and future
missions.

COST MODEL FOR DETERMINING ESTIMATES TO REPAIR/REPLACE OIF EQUIPMENT

6. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, you testified before the House Armed Services
Committee last fall that the Army’s estimates for repairing and maintaining equip-
ment used to date in Iraq, the basis for the fiscal year 2004 supplemental request
to Congress, was calculated from a model that relied on information developed from
recovering from the 1991 combat operations in Iraq. Has the Army made any
changes to this cost model since you testified before the House?

General CASEY. We modeled our requirement to reconstitute the Army units,
based largely on our experiences in Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm. The
model that we used to develop our fiscal year 2004 supplemental requirements is
actually owned by Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), so I will have to defer
to the OSD Comptroller’s office to answer the fine details of the algorithms, but I
understand that the cost factors are regularly updated. Because of our experiences
following Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm, we knew that our equipment
was sustaining far more wear and tear that it would have in a more normal envi-
ronment. Army assessment teams estimated that we would need about $1.2 billion
more than the model estimated, along with $1.5 billion for depot maintenance, en-
tirely outside of the model.

7. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, have the unfunded requirements for repairing
and maintaining equipment been updated to reflect those changes?

General CASEY. The cost factors have not been updated since we built our supple-
mental request, but as I said, they are updated regularly. We will use the data and
experience we collect from maintaining and repairing our Operation Iraqi Freedom
(OIF) 1 equipment to improve our estimates and methods for maintaining and fund-
ing subsequent OIF rotations.

“RESETTING” THE FORCES

8. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, one of the challenges for each of you has been to ensure that forces that
have returned from deployments overseas in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom
and Operation Enduring Freedom have adequate resources for recovery and repair.
Resetting or reconstituting—as it is referred to by the Services—includes a variety
of recovery actions, including taking time for personnel to recover and to sharpen
their military skills, as well as repairing or replacing any equipment that was dam-
aged during the deployment. What is the status of resetting forces in your Services?

General CASEY. Resetting the forces, which includes personnel, equipment, and
training is ongoing and will continue as units redeploy. The Army is on track, with
the exception of aviation, to meet our reset goal of 6 months for active units and
1 year for Reserve Forces. Aviation reset has slipped to the right due to long lead-
time repair parts and repair parts availability. An assessment is ongoing to deter-
mine the impact of the slippage. U.S. Army Forces Command, U.S. Army Europe,
and U.S. Army Pacific units are maximizing continental United States and outside
the continental United States based installations, depots, and commercial repair fa-
cilities to execute equipment reset. To the extent possible, Headquarters, Army Ma-
teriel Command (AMC) is resetting equipment in theater to support current oper-
ations and future requirements. Additionally, AMC and Headquarters, Department
of the Army, are working to identify excess to be used as “seed” assets to prime the
repair line.
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Simultaneously with equipment reset is personnel and training. Soldiers are re-
ceiving regeneration training to acclimate from a combat environment to peacetime
as well as incorporating lessons learned into individual and collective combat tasks.
Additionally, to evaluate and validate combat readiness units conduct a certification
exercise at one of the combat training centers.

Admiral MULLEN. I have made a point of using the term constitute vice reconsti-
tute as we are truly leaning forward while undergoing a transformation as we set
the force. Through this operational transformation, we will be fully ready to provide
combat forces on par with the OIF effort later this year.

General MOSELEY. Approximately 90 percent of the Air Expeditionary Force
(AEF), including its integral low density/high demand assets has been able to reset.
However, a continued high operations tempo (OPTEMPO) is having an impact on
our reconstitution efforts and extending the time to fully restore our personnel and
equipment to pre-OIF levels. Given this continuing OPTEMPO, it will be difficult
for the remaining 10 percent of the AEF to begin reconstitution before March 2005.
Our objectives for resetting the force fall into three main categories which include:
(1) restoring our equipment to the combat effective state required to fight in the fu-
ture; (2) incorporating lessons learned to enhance existing platforms and integrate
valuable new technologies, and (3) properly equipping our forces currently engaged
in stability operations to accomplish the mission. As we focus on these objectives,
we emphasize that our goal is to reconstitute warfighting capabilities, not specific
equipment items.

We maintain our focus on these objectives while supporting combatant com-
mander requirements across the full spectrum of operations. The Chief of Staff of
the Air Force has emphasized our most valuable asset, our people, be given the op-
portunity to recover at home after lengthy and difficult deployments. He’s directed
our major commands to implement a post-deployment stand-down program as an-
other quality of life initiative. The reconstitution that follows will have a major focus
on training. The emphasis will be on task proficiency as opposed to training event
currency. We are transforming our training programs to better provide ready and
capable forces to the combatant commanders.

General HuLY. We have established a methodology to track the accelerated usage
of equipment in order to make prudent decisions to maintain Marine Corps capabil-
ity in the future. Because of the stress OIF I placed on our equipment, we are evalu-
ating critical life cycle degradation and the need to match shortfalls with our Total
Life Cycle Management Plan. In resetting the force we are evaluating the condition
of our equipment returning from Iraq and then making prudent decisions regarding
what needs to be replaced, refurbished, repaired or deferred until a new capability
is available. In some instances deferring equipment replacement until the next gen-
eration capability is available is the smart choice. Since we have not yet completed
our evaluation of equipment items returning from Iraq and assessed all of the op-
tions available, a definitive list of replacement items or alternate procurement is not
yet available.

Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF): We’ve fully reconstituted 1 of 11 Maritime
Prepositioning Ships. The remainder are being reconstituted in accordance with the
MPF Maintenance Cycle 8 (MMC-8).

The AV-8B Harrier aircraft: We experienced increased operational tempo and the
loss of a Harrier during operations. Since that aircraft is no longer being produced,
we plan to wait until the successor aircraft, the Joint Strike Fighter VSTOL variant,
begins delivery in fiscal year 2008.

9. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, how are you managing the resources that have been provided by Con-
gress for resetting your forces?

General CASEY. As units begin to redeploy from the Iraqi and Afghanistan thea-
ters of operation, the Army will continue to reset or set the force to meet future
requirements. The goal is for all returning active component units to achieve a suffi-
cient level of combat readiness within 6 months of equipment arrival at home sta-
tion. Reserve component units will likely take longer to achieve the desired readi-
ness level, and the working assumption is that Reserve units will take 1 year to
reestablish pre-deployment readiness after equipment returns to home station.

Readiness involves three essential components—people, equipment, and training.
It is only by addressing our soldiers’ needs, reconstituting our organizational equip-
ment, and training to standard on our collective combat tasks that units will return
to an acceptable readiness level. Army units will also be reorganizing during the
reset period. The culminating event of these intense reconstitution efforts should be
a certification exercise at one of the combat training centers. By adopting such an
aggressive approach, the Army will continue to ensure its ability to meet the com-
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batant commanders’ near-term requirements. The intent is to return units to pre-
hostility readiness levels while continuing to support the warfight, transform, mod-
ernize, and recapitalize.

The Army standards established for setting the force are: (1) bring all equipment
to 10/20 standards; (2) where sensible, upgrade capability implementing Operation
Iraqi Freedom/Operation Enduring Freedom lessons learned; (3) replace obsolete
equipment in pre-positioned stocks; and (4) reconfigure Army pre-positioned stocks
to be more strategically relevant and responsive. The requirements were broken into
two major sections, maintenance/repair and equipment investment. To prioritize re-
quirements, the Army developed a tiering methodology based on timing and associ-
ated risk.

Admiral MULLEN. In my fall 2003 testimony, I illustrated several of the largest
challenges to set the force. In that testimony, I discussed spares, depot mainte-
nance, precision-guided munitions, EA-6B wing panels and F/A-18 ancillary equip-
ment. The fiscal year 2004 supplemental funding provided by Congress was applied
to the immediate needs of these critical capabilities; we thank you for approving the
supplemental last fall. The emergency war supplemental also financed $2.1 billion
of Navy depot maintenance. These funds were used to maintain and restore our
ships, aircraft, equipment and materiel to a high level of readiness. The scope of
many planned availabilities were expanded to quickly improve ship and aircraft
readiness levels to support the continued prosecution of the global war on terror.
We have used your support to achieve, and crafted our fiscal year 2005 budget re-
quest to now maintain, the Navy’s force constitution; our fiscal year 2005 budget
request keeps us on track for the future.

General MOSELEY. The Air Force is extremely appreciative of the fiscal year 2004
Reconstruction of Iraq and Afghanistan Supplemental. In terms of readiness, the
funds are providing great dividends in paving the way for us to prosecute this Na-
tion’s National Strategy without unduly impeding our peacetime efforts and pro-
grams. Our combatant commanders have been balancing requirements and re-
sources to ensure the most effective use of taxpayer’s dollars. As our units and
equipment returned from their tour of duty in the desert, we are revaluating the
equipment that should be left at the base in case of future contingencies and the
materiel that can be moved to active bases. Equally important, we are also evaluat-
ing equipment in terms of the best place to fix. As aircraft and similar equipment
return, we determine whether we fix locally or send to depot. Our men and women
are constantly examining out fleet to make smart decisions on the proper source and
type of repair. While reconstituting equipment is important, we are also reconstitut-
ing capabilities. With our fighter and bomber forces ready to resume normal rota-
tions, the Air Force is beginning to return to pre-Operation Iraqi Freedom rotational
cycles. In large part, the funds supported by your committee allowed us to ensure
we maintain combat readiness in light of our rapid pace of global activities.

General HULY. Managing the resources for resetting the force is perhaps the most
challenging aspect of global war on terrorism. Our principle focus continues to be
on funding current operations and in providing force protection gear to our marines.
Because of vehicle combat losses, higher operating tempo and the harsh environ-
ment, a significant portion of our ground equipment inventory used in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan has experienced accelerated usage or may be uneconomical to repair and
must be replaced. Decisions on whether or how best to repair/replace this equip-
ment, or accept a certain level of attrition, requires careful evaluation. The Marine
Corps is participating in the Stress on Equipment analysis that will help us to de-
termine the correct strategies for major equipment repair/replacement. That effort
is integral to making informed and prudent resource decisions for resetting the
force. Meanwhile, the Marine Corps continues to use the supplemental funding pro-
vided by the Congress to fund replacement equipment in support of our MPS squad-
rons, depot maintenance for repairs to our land vehicles and aircraft, and to replace
ammunition expended. Such efforts help to reduce the time it will take to reset the
force back to pre-OIF/OEF levels.

10. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, have adequate resources been provided to ensure that units have recov-
ered from their deployment and are prepared for future missions?

General CASEY. The Army requires $1.2 billion to fully fund the reset of Operation
Iraqi Freedom (OIF) 1 and Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) 4 units to ensure
combat capability is restored. The fiscal year 2004 Emergency Supplemental funded
approximately $2 billion of a $3 billion unit-level repair requirement and $1.2 billion
of a $1.4 billion depot maintenance requirement. Additionally, the Army staff is de-
veloping cost estimates for reconstitution of OIF-2/OEF-5 units and sustainment of
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our forces while deployed in the theater of operations. However, it is too early to
state these estimates with a high degree of confidence.

We believe that the fiscal year 2005 President’s budget request will adequately
fund our peacetime operational tempo. However, without reset funds, we will be
forced to take risk and support the reset effort from within the base budget.

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, adequate resources have been provided to constitute the
fleet after OIF and the Navy will be able to field forces on par with the OIF effort
later this year, culminating the fleet-wide implementation of one facet of the Navy’s
organizational transformation, the Fleet Response Plan (FRP).

In the CNO’s Guidance for 2004, one of his major action items was to “deliver
the right readiness.” It was clear in responding to OIF that the Navy could not best
meet the long-term global war on terrorism force requirements using its traditional
employment methods; we are truly involved in transforming how we get our develop
ready forces. The FRP is among the most important of those transformations and
is the real reason we can provide such an immediate surge capability close on the
heels of major combat operations.

The FRP strengthens the Navy’s commitment to provide combat-ready forces to
combatant commanders overseas in areas of vital U.S. interest. The Navy has been,
is now, and will always be a rotationally deployed force. FRP fundamentally changes
the way we get the fleet ready. While continuing to rotationally deploy forces over-
seas, FRP institutionalizes a higher level of force employability and provides the
surge capability necessitated by the global security environment. At the same time,
we respond more flexibly by deploying for a purpose and add to the security of our
forces by becoming less predictable to those that would do us harm.

The ramp-up to support OIF, permitting the extended arrival window of five Car-
rier Strike Groups at the outset, was impressive but we cannot count on a passive
competitor in the future. The 21st century presents our Nation with varied and
deadly new threats, including regional adversaries armed with growing anti-access
capabilities and international terrorist and criminal organizations. Countering such
enemies and consistent with guidance espoused within our National Security Strat-
egy, Navy reviewed the best way to transform its fleet employment policy. Last
May, the Chief of Naval Operations approved FRP, redefining our readiness process,
and in doing so, provided a more responsive force to meet our defense and military
strategies, and presenting the President with more force employment options. A pre-
mium is placed on ready, flexible forces able to pulse rapidly either to augment for-
ward-deployed forces or respond to crises in remote and widely separated locations.

By refining our maintenance, training and manning schedules, we have institu-
tionalized the capability to provide six Carrier Strike Groups (CSG) within 30 days
and an additional two CSGs within 90 days, more commonly known as “Six plus
Two.” CSGs are highlighted here because they are the most complex components to
prepare for deployment, but FRP applies to the entire fleet. With the implementa-
tion of FRP, half of Navy forces could be ready to provide homeland defense and
be either forward deployed or ready to surge forward with overwhelming and deci-
sive combat power.

We are now focusing our readiness efforts on achieving rapid deployability once
a strike group has emerged from an extended maintenance period. This is a signifi-
cant mind-shift change from the old way of achieving deployment readiness on the
verge of the scheduled deployment date. The result is a period of extended readiness
that nearly doubles former readiness windows. Though the time that platforms are
available for employment will increase the total time sailors are deployed will not.

General MOSELEY. We believe the fiscal year 2004 Reconstruction of Iraq and Af-
ghanistan Supplemental was properly sized at the time to address our immediate
needs for prosecution of the war and reconstitution efforts. The Air Force, like our
sister Services, is first balancing its wartime requirements within available funding
levels. Where possible, less urgent requirements are deferred to a later time without
jeopardizing the state of readiness and our ability to meet our wartime mission re-
quirements. At the pace and demands of operations to date, we believe we can man-
age this risk during the execution year. However, if operational demands accelerate
later in the year, we may have to reevaluate our ability to sustain our efforts with-
out additional help (supplemental or reprogramming).

General HULY. Prior to their OIF II deployment, the Marine Corps received sup-
plemental monies for identified, but unfunded, equipment. This support, combined
with training specifically designed and focused on future Iraq deployments, has en-
hanced the marines capabilities and mission flexibility. The Marine Corps continues
to evaluate its force reconstitution requirements and is making maximum use of the
funding already provided to mitigate any shortfalls.
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LOGISTICS PROBLEMS

11. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, there were a number of articles in the press, particularly during the first
few months of operations in Iraq, that reported on a variety of problems associated
with the logistics support for operations in the Iraq theater of operations. Shortages
of ammo, spare parts, and fuel were a few of the examples cited. Some have sug-
gested that many of these problems were the result of too few inventories. Others
suggested that these shortages were associated with the rapid advance of combat
units into Iraq. Recent findings by the GAO indicate that some problems continue
to exist. The GAO, for example, reported a $1.2 billion difference between the
amount of material shipped to the theater and the amount that units acknowledge
receiving. What is your assessment of the supply throughput to the forces in the
field? Are inventories of spares, ammunition, etc., of sufficient inventories to support
the current pace of operations?

General CASEY. Supply throughput to the field has improved dramatically over
the last 6 months and units are receiving requested supplies in a timely manner.
Early deploying units did experience problems with receiving shipments of needed
supplies. The Army identified the problem with mis-shipments of repair parts by
consolidating the delivery of full pallets of repair parts on a single pallet destined
to a specific supply warehouse in theater. The method of “pure palleting” supplies
has dramatically improved the percentage of supplies reaching the correct unit and
has reduced the time it takes to reach the unit.

In respect to current spares inventories and ammunition, the supply position of
critical items is improving and is able to meet requirements for units in theater.
After years of successfully reducing inventories to meet congressionally mandated
targets for inventory reduction, additional monies received in 2003 are beginning to
add back repair parts and ammunition items. Increases in operational tempo, cou-
pled with environmental factors, have increased the demands for repair parts and
ammunition. The Army continues to invest heavily in the repair of unserviceable
items as the first option for replenishing inventory and satisfying demands. Depot
repair production is up over last year; however, higher demand is requiring the
Army to increase quantities for procurement and in some cases initiate emergency
buys on selected critical items.

Admiral MULLEN. My assessment, based on Navy’s history of operating in the
area at this pace, is that the supply throughput is adequate and inventories are suf-
ficient. For over a decade, the Navy has maintained almost continually a Carrier
Strike Group presence in the fifth Fleet AOR. The logistics pipeline into the region
is mature and highly productive, providing support in an accountable and timely
fashion. Current Navy operations closely parallel the OPTEMPO we’ve maintained
in the region for years and the Navy supply system is resourced to support the level
of operations currently underway.

General MOSELEY. As our supply metrics will attest, our overall spares support
to the field is at its highest point since the early 1990s. Previous operations and
exercises have highlighted the need to begin planning combat support and
sustainment in concert with the mission planning. To cover wartime/contingency op-
erations, the Air Force approves additive levels of essential spares, or Readiness
Spares Packages (RSPs). These RSP assets are deployed along with the weapon sys-
tem to sustain operations until normal supply channels are established to provide
routine re-supply capability.

Our success in supporting contingency operations is evident in that the Air Force
supported over 860 Air Force aircraft in the area of responsibility (AOR) at 27 loca-
tions and filled over 82,000 requisitions. At the height of Operation Iraqi Freedom,
over 9,000 high priority requisitions were delivered with an average Logistics Re-
sponse Time (entire pipeline from requisition to customer receipt in the AOR) of 12
days vs. 21 days prior to September 11. Most importantly, no sorties were lost due
to lack of parts or munitions.

Based on current classified operation requirements and stockpile inventories, the
munitions inventories are sufficient to maintain the current pace of Air Force oper-
ations.

The Air Force has a number of transformation initiatives in varying states of im-
plementation that will further enhance our ability to support supply throughput to
our deployed forces. These initiatives focus on managing our supply chain from end-
to-end to increase availability and improve affordability. We are changing our proc-
esses and providing the tools necessary to support our vision.

General HULY. The success of the supply throughput was challenged by our lack
of in-transit visibility (ITV). The lack of asset visibility on unit stocks and ITV on
ordered items made it difficult to identify actual shortages, to locate needed items
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within stocks for reallocation, and to direct and track the movement of ordered
items to requesting units. This resulted in delays, shortages, and at times an inabil-
ity to expedite critical parts.

Lack of visibility for OEF/OIF I in the supply chain resulted in duplicative order-
ing of some spares, which produced an impression of high usage early on. Addition-
ally, lack of in-theater ground transportation assets to push supplies forward of the
port of debarkation was a problem.

Today, OIF II presents significantly different conditions under which logistics is
provided to the operating forces than did OIF I. The theater of operations is
logistically more mature, forces are operating in relatively static locations as op-
posed to conducting a continuous assault over hundreds of miles, and the numbers
of marines and equipment in theater are significantly smaller than during OIF 1.

Spare/repair parts availability for ground equipment is sufficient; our current in-
ventory is adequate to support operations. With our improvements to our distribu-
tion system we anticipate no difficulty in keeping up with the current pace of oper-
ations.

Regarding ammunition, there have been no significant ammunition shortages
based on Marine Forces identified requirements. Prior to hostile action commence-
ment, the Marine Corps experienced very minor deficiencies to fulfill the total com-
bat requirement; however, as identified by the Marine Central Command at the
time, no deficiency was characterized as a ‘showstopper’. Current inventory levels
are sufficient for both training and war Reserve requirements. Our practice of fully
funding all ammunition requirements to the maximum practicable, has positioned
the USMC to limit the surge requirement stress we have placed on the industrial
base to only small production increases. Current on hand stocks are sufficient for
the current pace of known contingencies.

The Marine Corps lessons learned from OEF/OIF affirmed we are on the right
track with our Logistics Modernization efforts. Our focus on total asset visibility and
enhanced maintenance concepts, all supported by our Global Combat Support Sys-
tem-Marine Corps (GCSS-MC), will ensure excellence in logistics support, through
the logistics chain, both in deployed and garrison operating environments.

12. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, in cases where there may be shortfalls, what steps have the Services
taken to increase the efficiency of supply support to units in Iraq?

General CASEY. The Army has implemented solutions in four key areas to in-
crease the speed and accuracy of supply shipments to Iraq. The Army has ensured
logistical requirements can be sent directly to the United States by an assured infor-
mation technology infrastructure supported by commercial satellite equipment. This
is allowing the Army to “see” requirements in real time. The Army is reducing the
chance for misrouting of critical supplies by building pure pallets of supplies ear-
marked for a specific unit. This initiative allows the Army to speed the supplies to
its final destination without having to repackage the supplies for onward movement.
The Army is supporting the U.S. Transportation Command (TRANSCOM) initiative
for a theater Deployment Distribution Operation Center to help synchronize dis-
tribution of materiel from origin to final destination by optimizing strategic and the-
ater lift. This initiative has resulted in improved reliability, enhanced materiel visi-
bility, increased speed, and improved customer confidence. Finally, the U.S. Army
Materiel Command has deployed forward repair activities in Iraq to support the re-
quirement for repairing critical repair parts in theater.

Admiral MULLEN. The Navy has aggressively supported our Marine Corps team-
mates in Iraq. For example, cargo handling units are deployed along the supply
chain to speed the uninterrupted flow of replenishment parts to deployed forces and
the return of failed critical components back to repair depots. A new program to
ease the occasional difficulty encountered by Seabee battalions in obtaining quality
construction materials is in the final stages of completion, integrating elements of
both pre-positioning and responsive, multi-national vendors located in areas where
we need them.

From a joint perspective, we have provided resources to support TRANSCOM and
General Handy’s efforts to improve “last mile” material distribution for all units op-
erating in Iraq. Establishment of the CENTCOM Deployment Distribution Oper-
ations Center (CDDOC) is providing the structure, capabilities, and oversight to
synchronize all levels (strategic through tactical) of personnel and cargo distribu-
tion. This center is focusing on eliminating bottlenecks and ensuring unimpeded
throughput of forces and material, enhancing logistic support for units in theater.

General MOSELEY. Several initiatives have been undertaken to optimize supply
support in Iraq.
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The concept of the Regional Supply Squadron (RSS) was born during the Desert
Shield/Storm experience, when the Air Force Contingency Supply Support Activity
was activated to centrally manage supply support to deployed units. The RSS is
aimed at providing improved spares supply chain command and control by focusing
the efforts of all elements of the spares supply chain on the same goal . . . weapon
system availability.

The core Agile Combat Support (ACS) principles of responsiveness, time definite
delivery and resupply, continental United States reach back, and leveraging infor-
mation technology place strong demands on materiel management activities sustain-
ing the Air and Space Expeditionary Force. The key ACS tenet “train the way we
fight” mandates an RSS structure that seamlessly supports both peacetime require-
ments of supported major commands and contingency requirements of combatant
commands.

The Air Force implemented the High Impact Target (HIT) list of all “problem”
items by soliciting input from the major commands concerning items driving de-
ployed aircraft Mission Incapable Supply due to the increased operations tempo.
This process was expanded to encompass Defense Logistics Agency managed items
along with monitoring outstanding Air Force contracts on HIT list items.

The Air Force and major commands have daily briefings on the status of deployed
a{rcraft and engines to ensure supply issues and parts shortages are tracked to com-
pletion.

Under DOD guidelines, the Air Force has instituted the Spares Priority Release
Sequence that prioritizes Joint Chief of Staff (JCS) requirements, regardless of pri-
ority, ahead of Air Force non-JCS requirements. This prioritization process ensures
that Air Force deployed/tasked unit requirements are satisfied prior to other non-
tasked unit requirements.

General HULY. We overcame our supply issues by enhancing in-transit visibility
and by outsourcing some air transportation requirements where feasible. We have
implemented Radio Frequency Identification (RFID) Tag technology, and partnered
with the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) for pure pallet packaging. Containers and
pallets that were multi-packed for various units across the services had to be broken
down and manually sorted, then rebuilt before delivery to the tactical end user, add-
ing significantly to the distribution timeline. This issue has been resolved using the
pure-pallet initiative. The pallet is built with items destined for a particular support
site in Iraq. DLA, traditionally a wholesale distributor, is now extending their sup-
ply chain management functions to the Service-managed retail inventory level.

We have partnered with the Army and Navy for supply and distribution systems
to leverage existing airlift channels to the maximum extent. As a result of these ini-
tiatives, we are moving spare/repair parts sustainment stock more quickly through
the distribution transportation system and pushing these stocks forward within 24
hours after they arrive at the aerial port of debarkation (APOD).

Another challenge was the difficulty in communicating requisitions to the support-
ing Theater Support Command for common item support due to the incompatible
supply and warehousing information systems. The materiel distribution process was
cumbersome at best. This issue was also resolved using the pure-pallet initiative
from DLA.

FLEET RESPONSE PLAN: FLEET PRESENCE

13. Senator ENSIGN. Admiral Mullen, fleet presence around the world has been
the foundation of the Navy’s operating concept for over two centuries. In the age
of carrier battle groups, when any crisis emerged in the last 50 years, one of the
first questions from every president since FDR has been: “Where are the carriers?”
I understand that the Navy has implemented a new operating concept called the
Fleet Response Plan. As I understand it, this new concept of operations is predi-
cated on maintaining a Navy ready to “surge” when required. What are the benefits
of this new operating concept?

Admiral MULLEN. Senator, the FRP strengthens the Navy’s commitment to rou-
tinely provide forces through flexible deployments to combatant commanders and
additional combat-ready forces, faster, in times of need. To be certain, the Navy was,
is, and always will be a rotationally deployed force operating overseas in areas of
vital U.S. interest. When needed in times of major crisis, the FRP enables the U.S.
Navy to respond with—to “surge”—a greater number of forces and significantly
more combat power than under previous plans, providing flexible and combat-credi-
ble options for the President.

The FRP realigns our readiness processes and ensures that more forces achieve
combat readiness sooner after a major maintenance period and then maintain that
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combat readiness for an extended period. In doing so, FRP provides the capability
to employ up to eight Carrier Strike Groups in a contingency response; this is fifty
percent more than possible under prior methods. This additional surge capability
does not come at any cost to the Navy’s commitment to rotationally deploy forces
overseas but ensures as many forces as possible operating in home waters are com-
bat ready.

The FRP has also resulted in new force packages, like the Expeditionary Strike
Group (ESG) that couples the deep striking power of cruisers, destroyers, and sub-
marines with the proven forcible entry capabilities of our marines embarked in
Navy ships. ESGs provide increased capability to the joint combatant commander
that is persistent and sovereign. The future addition of DD(X) and JSF STOVL will
enhance further the robust and flexible portfolio of combat capability of ESGs. Over
the next few years, two new SEAL teams and four SSGNs will be fielded, enhancing
the FRP and the projection of naval power and influence.

14. Senator ENSIGN. Admiral Mullen, how does the Navy’s FRP continue to main-
tain worldwide fleet presence?

Admiral MULLEN. Responding to the new world security environment, it was clear
that the Navy could not best meet the long-term force requirements of global war
on terrorism using its traditional employment methods; we are truly involved in
transforming how we get our forces ready and increasing the combat readiness re-
turn on the taxpayer dollar. The FRP is among the most important of those trans-
formations and is the real reason we can now provide such an immediate surge ca-
pability close on the heels of major combat operations.

The FRP strengthens the Navy’s commitment to routinely provide forces through
flexible deployments to combatant commanders and additional combat-ready forces,
faster, in times of need. Specifically, the FRP maintains the Navy’s traditional com-
mitment to rotationally deploy forces overseas in areas of vital U.S. interest. These
capabilities-based forces are ready to respond across the entire spectrum of inter-
national engagement, from diplomacy to major crises—anytime, anywhere, in the
far corners of the world, without a permission slip. Furthermore, FRP also ensures
that forces operating in home waters quickly achieve and then maintain a combat-
ready level of readiness, providing more options to the President and additional
forces for crisis response or homeland security, as required. When coupled with the
Joint Staff deployment policies, naval forces can be more flexibly employed to meet
the near term demands of the security strategy.

Naval forces will continue to deploy and provide a global naval presence based
on combatant commander prioritized and validated requirements. FRP provides
these ready forces overseas to meet the new planning requirements of 10-30-30;
detering crises, defeating the intentions of an adversary, or winning decisively
against a major enemy with speed.

15. Senator ENSIGN. Admiral Mullen, to what degree has this program been co-
ordinated with the regional combatant commanders?

Admiral MULLEN. The Combatant Commanders (COCOMs) have had full visibility
on the Fleet Response Plan as it was implemented. COCOM staffs were briefed and
the principles themselves by the Chief of Naval Operations at a combatant com-
mander conference in 2003, with regular updates continuing. The Navy continues
to meet Global Naval Force Presence Policy (GNFPP) requirements every day and
now—under FRP—exhibits improved readiness and the ability to surge deploy addi-
tional combat ready forces in times of national need.

Fleet Forces Command coordinates all presence and force flow through the naval
component commanders who in turn discuss options with their COCOMs. In those
few cases where the Service needs differ from the COCOM requirements, the Joint
Chiefs provide arbitration of the issues prior to SECDEF approval, as they routinely
have for many years. In aggregate, the Fleet Response Plan increases, not de-
creases, the total forces available to combatant commanders by having combat-ready
forces rotationally deployed overseas as well as operating in home waters, available
at the direction of the President or Secretary of Defense.

FLEET RESPONSE PLAN: AVIATION TRAINING

16. Senator ENSIGN. Admiral Mullen, I understand that as a result of implement-
ing the Fleet Response Plan, the Navy will decrease flying hours for aviators. Part
of this decrease will be due to adjusting training cycles and part will be, according
to press reports, an increased reliance on simulator training. A good deal of Navy
aviation training occurs over the skies of Fallon, Nevada, and much of that training
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is not simulator based. What are the implications for Navy training at Fallon with
implementation of the Fleet Response Plan?

Admiral MULLEN. There are minimal implications to training at the Fallon Range
Training Complex (FRTC) as a result of FRP implementation. The increased use of
simulators is predominantly in basic pilot training. Basic pilot training is accom-
plished at aviators’ home stations whereas advanced, live, large force training exer-
cises and other unique events are conducted at FRTC.

TRAINING OF NAVY/MARINE CORPS TRAINING AT EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE: COST
ASSESSMENT

17. Senator ENSIGN. Admiral Mullen and General Huly, the Navy and Marine
Corps did a great deal of work to find alternative locations to conduct joint task
force training when it was determined that training facilities on the island of
Vieques would be closed. The Navy programmed over $400 million into the budget
last year for upgrades to facilities, for instrumentation and range upgrades, environ-
mental costs, and exercise support as a result of relocating training from Vieques.
The costs for supporting Navy training at Eglin Air Force Base were based on the
Navy’s old operating concept and old fleet formations. What are the implications for
training on the Florida ranges with the implementation of the Fleet Response Plan
and the creation of carrier strike groups (CSGs) and expeditionary strike groups
(ESGs)?

Admiral MULLEN. For ESGs and CSGs, training on Florida ranges will increase
due to the loss of the Atlantic Fleet Warfare Training Facility (AFWTF) and the em-
phasis of the Fleet Response Plan on maintaining high level of readiness. The dis-
placed training shift to Florida and other locations will take place on other Navy
training ranges, Major Range Test Facility Base (MRTFB) ranges (Eglin), and
USAF training ranges (Avon Park). While there is a cost to train on MRTFBs, such
as the Eglin AFB ranges, these have been included in the President’s budget. The
Navy plans to operate in the Gulf of Mexico only outside of the hurricane season.
When limited access to the Gulf is coupled with the fact that the MRTFB ranges
rightly give scheduling priority to test events, CSGs/ESGs may not always use the
Eglin AFB ranges during their training. Navy also trains on MRTFBs only on a not-
to-interfere-with basis to the test community. However, the Navy, Air Force, and
Marine Corps have signed an agreement called the Overarching Range Cooperative
Agreement (ORCA) that establishes protocols to schedule the use of one another’s
ranges and accommodate the joint use of those ranges. We use this agreement when
the Navy desires to operate at Eglin AFB. The Navy has recently conducted a CSG
and ESG exercise using Eglin and plans to use Eglin as an option for training in
the future. Additionally, if the Navy only operates along the east coast, we will still
use all the Florida ranges, including Eglin AFB, for strike training.

General HuLy. The Florida ranges provided a limited training venue for amphib-
ious forces in support of a naval campaign. However, when these ranges are used
in conjunction with other ranges along the east coast, then that training venue ex-
pands to an enhanced environment that links into the training transformation ini-
tiatives of the Navy/Marine Corps.

Overall problems that made using Eglin, at best, a secondary option for training
are:

Difficulty coordinating

No naval gun fire

Rigid range requirements

Air-centric

Limited offload (LHA)

High demand with AF training

Overall time (sailing from east coast NC/VA AOA)
Expense

TRAINING OF NAVY/MARINE CORPS TRAINING AT EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE: ALTERNATIVE
LOCATIONS

18. Senator ENSIGN. General Huly, your prepared testimony, and the testimony
of the Commandant of the Marine Corps before the full committee a few weeks ago,
both indicate that the Marine Corps is continuing to explore other alternatives to
conducting Marine Corps training at Florida locations. What are those alternate lo-
cations and what are examples of some of the benefits that those alternative loca-
tions will provide?
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General HULY. The Marine Corps is continuing to assess the potential and value
of expanding the training capability of its installations at Camp Lejeune and Cherry
Point, North Carolina. Improving specific capabilities at these locations will provide
a direct benefit to the forces resident at those locations and will ideally provide a
more robust regional naval expeditionary training capability, when incorporated
with the capabilities at the other naval facilities in the North Carolina and Virginia
Capes geographic area. Specific benefits that these alternate locations would provide
are:

(1) Proximity to existing east coast Navy and Marine Corps installations
eases operational/deployment tempo considerations

(2) Usable year-round (no standing restrictions due to hurricane concerns
June-October)

(3) Lower costs to transit to/from training areas and train on USN/USMC
installations

(4) Investments in infrastructure benefit not only the Marine Expeditionary
Unit but also the entire II Marine Expeditionary Force

(5) Camp Lejeune supports integrated live fire, to include live naval gunfire
from ship-to-shore

(6) Significantly lower costs to conduct large-scale amphibious training at
Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point vice the Eglin Major Range and Test Facil-
ity Base.

TRAINING OF NAVY/MARINE CORPS UNITS AT EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE: IMPLICATIONS FOR
AIR FORCE

19. Senator ENSIGN. General Moseley, in 2001 and 2002, the 46th Test Wing,
Eglin Air Force Base, documented 9,129 and 8,856 test missions completed, respec-
tively, on the Eglin range. Please provide an update of test missions conducted at
the Eglin Range Complex. Please state how many missions were requested, how
many missions were scheduled, and how many missions were conducted for calendar
year 2003 and calendar year-to-date for 2004. Please apportion each data set by
month and by customer.

General MOSELEY. A total of 10,107 missions were conducted at Eglin Air Force
Base in 2001, which included 4,419 tests and 5,688 training. In 2002 a total of
10,300 missions were conducted of which 4,317 were tests and 5,983 were training.
In 2003, 10,331 missions were conducted of which 4,273 were tests and 6,058 train-
ing. Initial data for 2004 shows a total of 1,761 missions conducted of which 803
were tests and 958 training. The attached spreadsheets contain the data requested.

As the data used for this response does not exactly match the mission numbers
shown in the question, we are providing 2001 and 2002 data in addition to that re-
quested for 2003 and 2004 in order to provide a consistent data set over the time
span.

Spreadsheet number 1 shows Eglin Air Force Base test and training missions re-
quested, scheduled, and conducted by month for calendar years 2001, 2002, 2003,
and initial data for January and February 2004. This data source does not identify
specific customers.

Spreadsheet number 2 shows test and training sorties scheduled over the time
span and identifies specific customers. Please note that the number of sorties will
not match the number of missions as a single mission may involve several sorties.



86

use 4901 Liel £08 E90L 4443 [§:748 OELT 08z
0o 528 909 68 8es 259 258 801 £g3t
28y B tis (134 ¥es 989 608 590 6t
2509 1L99 69LL £L2y izs 1343 1EEDL S¥5LL [4¥433
33 3 509 692 23 Ly oL z18 EI
8Ly ves B8 beE 98e 601 0B ole 4801
188 Le9 L 63E vey 05 056 190k cLel
£ 0z9 0L 89E 123 968 626 ag01 )
858 108 el BEE (344 259 968 250t 8461
6YS ale oL 5¢ eLr vS9 208 £601 LLEL
98y 1] 199 98y 9ES BEL 228 BL0L Sort
By CEY o) i klad Bl Be8 946 gt
Elg V1) 059 198 azv 16§ (%] 666 1021
oy 95 az3 08¢ 29v 723 os8 866 oozt
344 L:14 125 o [U:14 209 L8 196 gglt
00S s Lig ¥ee aoF 1rS vE8 |6 BSEL
£889 8939 zSbL LlEV SLYS LL04 O0ECQE £80TL
805 088 £69 sse 143 9zv 373 1)
asy B8Y i 962 £eg evr ¥5L 158
tes 08s Se9 oo 028 91L 34:) 0oLt
(244 L85 659 EVE 144 685 oz8 BS0L
908 55 629 0% 28y 089 €16 9oL
208 09 028 g6e 05 s49 208 8501
Ly 228 si5 s5E a5y 965 268 (22}
LES 1] ;2 98y rig v£9 198 S80t
s2e 85 889 E2e 0% 1¥s 8v8 £66
8oy 28 €8S iy ggs 89 GL6 1601
16% 055 £59 - £5E ¥EY 09s o058 +86
Hg €55 £v9 908 6BE i at] 28
8095 8269 S82L Sivy QEYS 2969 L0101 BSLYL
BEY auy 859 EvE a2 958 8L L)
14 028 &8s SEE by s [¥4:} +E6
SEg 818 69 14 0Es 604 ¥L8 5011
134 L88 599 45¢ =14 6v9 biL arot
60S L5 589 wh 85 oL 956 se1l
018 LS 8¥g ere 80% G 958 086
ey 88 455 L:1%4 68t 2iS 198 LLB
G8% (U= Eig B6E 5% P65 E68 B8
8% g8 BeS ELE o5y 08 098 446
£6¥ 6ES 200 0e ELY 918 009 58
E6E Sty BoY (2 EOP zig 969 are
¢ s E6S £9E 61y 013 vEB ErE et
susw Bujujes)  susw Gujuesy  susp Gulujed) | susw 1sal  susi jssL  susy i1say | suswoadALnw  susw adAL(ly  susp sdAL v
paionpuoy o) o]
punoIn B A1y sisAjeuy uolssy uysa
L#199ys peoidg

(LTS
Asmnigay
Amnuer
uiiow
yoAD

teio 1
J8qWaeBQ
1BAWBNON

1ag0P O
aquedeg
1snBry
Anp
sunp
Rep
ey
uorenw
Areriiqed
fienuep
Hwow
£0AD

teyo)
Janueneg
1equanoN
1900100
requeides
1snBny
Anp

aunp

Aspy

1wdy
uorew
Arenigey
Arenuer
oy
TOAD

1ejo)
Jseqwaseq
18qUIEINON
1200100
1mquaideg
1snbny
fnr

sunp

few

Wy
yasepy
Arerugey
Arenuer
uivopy
10A2

Spread Sheet #2

Eglin-Only
Training

Eglin-Onty
Other Tast

Egtin-Onty
TW - Test

TOTAL

Somies

Seheduled

Scheduled

Scheguted

Sorties.
39879.2
16558
47329
36841
43371

="
2004 Projection
2004 {Cct - Feb)

Sorties
4406.4

Sortles
1046.4

45432

2004 Projachon
2002 {0¢t - Feb,

2004 Projection

2004 (Oct - Feb)

18330

472

1838
4642
4600

4825

486

2002
2007

1438
17e3

1658

2003

2002

2002

40854

2001

2000

2001

Notes:

1. Commercial air traffic is not inciuded -- currently, 80,000 movemsnts per year ai VPS and Destin

aeniroltsd by Eglin's ATC. _
2. Sorfie husnbers include. 33FW, 15 SOW, 919 SOW, 325 FW, 53 Wing, 46TW, and other aircraft

deployed onto the Eglin Rangs.

STRING OF FIRINGS OF NAVY COMMANDING OFFICERS

20. Senator ENSIGN. Admiral Mullen, the press is reporting that there were a

number of commanding officers of Navy ships that were relieved from their com-
mands. Reports state as many as 22 commanding officers have been relieved in the

past year. How many commanding officers have been relieved of their command in



87

the past year, how does that number compare to previous years and what actions
is the Navy taking to address this problem?

Admiral MULLEN. Since May 2003, 20 commanding officers have been removed
from operational command due to misconduct or a loss of confidence in their ability
to lead. Of that total across the Service, 11 were in command of surface ships, 3
of aviation squadrons, and 4 of submarines.

Overall, the gross number is statistically higher for 2003 compared with previous
years. The data alone, however, does not support any readily distinguishable trend
or pattern in terms of casual factors. Consequently, I have directed an internal re-
view of the cases to determine if there are any distinguishable patterns or trends
and, if so, corrective recommendations. Each detachment is carefully reviewed and
given due process and each of these were justified by the facts of the individual
case; indeed, detachment was critical in order to maintain high standards in gen-
ieral, and the special trust and confidence placed in commanding officers in particu-
ar.

ARMY AND MARINE CORPS PREPOSITIONED STOCKPILES

21. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey and General Huly, both the Army and the
Marine Corps used both land-based and sea-based prepositioned stockpiles for major
combat operations in Iraq. I understand the Army is continuing to use those assets
and the Marine Corps is once again drawing on prepositioned stockpiles as Marine
Corps units return to Iraq. Since the forces have transitioned from combat oper-
ations to stability operations, to what extent have your Services begun to return
equipment to the prepositioned stockpiles that will not be required due to this
change in operations?

General CASEY. The reset of Army Prepositioned Stocks (APS) is being impacted
by the continued use of APS equipment in Southwest Asia (SWA). As an example,
over 3,800 individual vehicles from APS have recently been issued in support of the-
ater requirements. This presents a challenge in accomplishing APS reset. APS
equipment will be used to support future Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) rotations.
This is the top priority for APS maintenance efforts both in and out of theater and
comprises a significant percentage of the APS equipment remaining in SWA, again
limiting our ability to fully reset APS.

APS reset actions have been accomplished on APS—4 (Korea), two ammunition
ships, the 1 x 1 for Guam/Saipan, and the 1 x 1 for Diego Garcia, which is being
prepared to go afloat. Additionally, 48 percent of the combat support/combat service
support equipment for the second large medium speed roll-on/roll-off ship for Guam/
Saipan has been removed from SWA and is undergoing repair in Charleston, South
Carolina. The Army will attempt to complete fill of this ship; however, continued
use of APS equipment in SWA may prevent this.

General HULY. The transition from combat operations to stability operations influ-
enced the decision an withdrawal requirements from the First Marine Expeditionary
Force (I MEF) concerning use of Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF) equipment.
The combination of an established logistics infrastructure and force composition to
support the stabilization mission contributed to a selective (or tailored) approach to
withdrawing specific equipment and supplies from the MPF. This selective approach
resulted in a reduction in the requirement for much of the prepositioned
sustainment stocks (i.e., Meals Ready to Eat (MREs), ammunition, package Petro-
leum Oil and Lubricants (POL), fortification, or medical supplies) and focused on
our prepositioned Principal End Items (Class II/VII). As a result, the sustainment
items not required to support OIF-II, but normally used in the first 30 days to sup-
port a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB), are in the process of being returned
to prepositioning stocks to support the rebuilding of our other prepositioning squad-
rons. As a result of the OIF II deployment of MPS principal end items, asset avail-
ability continues to be the major challenge in returning equipment to the
prepositioning programs.

22. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey and General Huly, what are the particular
challenges associated with this process?

General CASEY. As previously noted, the continued use of APS equipment in
Southwest Asia is impacting APS reset. Support to future Operation Iraqi Freedom
(OIF) rotations will also require a large amount of APS equipment. This has the
benefits of reducing home station equipment requirements, reducing the amount of
strategic lift needed, and leaves a pool of equipment in the continental United
States in case it is needed to support contingency operations elsewhere in the world.
However, by utilizing APS equipment, the Army limits its ability to fully reset APS.
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Additionally, the continued use of APS equipment in theater will result in higher
maintenance costs and increased numbers of replacements in the future.

A major challenge will be funding. The supplemental funding we received this
year was instrumental in resetting parts of APS. However, with much of the APS
equipment remaining in theater supporting current operations and future OIF rota-
tions, our reconstitution burden will only increase. The Army has an approved APS
future strategy that we are continuing to refine, but without adequate funding, this
strategy may be at risk.

General HuLy. Utilizing prepositioning assets for long-term employment (6
months and beyond) creates challenges at the Service level to adjust/shift the insti-
tutionalized support infrastructure (i.e., Depot maintenance, Master Work schedule,
service contracts, outsourcing, etc) from long-term, pre-programmed, and budgeted
workflow to short-term, reactive resource management that impacts fiscal effi-
ciencies and strains workflow capacity. The long-term employment of principal end
items has created an equipment availability problem that will only be alleviated by
additional investments, redistribution from the operating forces or return of assets
currently employed in contingencies. An extended equipment availability problem
may result in gapping the Marine Corps prepositioning maintenance cycle at Blount
Island Command, Jacksonville, Florida, which has the potential to degrade long-
term operational capability and debilitate the Marine Corps ability to restart the
maintenance cycle contract.

23. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey and General Huly, how are you using your
reset plans to redeploy pre-positioned assets for future missions?

General CASEY. The Army leadership recognized before Operation Iraqi Freedom
(OIF) that the APS strategy that was based on Cold War realities had to change
in order to meet Army transformation goals and to address the world’s changing en-
vironment. OIF afforded the Army the opportunity to implement its new APS strat-
egy in concert with Army setting the force plans.

This new APS strategy is capabilities based and supports the defense strategy by
emphasizing rapid force closure, enhanced strategic responsiveness, and provides
flexible deterrent options to the regional combatant commanders across the full
spectrum of operations.

Under this strategy, the Army will maintain land based APS in Northeast Asia,
Southwest Asia, and Europe. The APS afloat program has changed to an Army Re-
gional Flotilla (ARF) concept where the afloat capabilities are dispersed geographi-
cally in critical regions to provide a set of modular capabilities. Each ARF will be
comprised of five ships with a total of three flotillas located in the Mediterranean,
Diego Garcia, and Guam/Saipan.

The approved APS reset timeline is currently being executed in accordance with
Army setting the force priorities. Recent APS reset actions have allowed the Army
to place critical APS assets in Korea, Diego Garcia, and Guam/Saipan. These actions
have mitigated some risk in three of four critical regions; however, current oper-
ations continue to impact full APS reset. The Army leadership has recognized for
sometime that the timeline may have to be adjusted. This decision is still pending.
As the Army goes forward, we will continue to place prepositioned assets in those
areas deemed most critical preparing the Army for success in future missions.

General HULY. Our focus is reconstituting a second MPF squadron (MPSRON-1)
between now and April 2005. Additionally, we continue to assess what resources are
available or needed to begin to reconstitute a third MPF squadron (MPSRON-2) be-
ginning in May 2005 and ending in April 2006. Due to equipment maintenance ca-
pacity and/or asset availability, the reality may be that MPSRON-2 is not reconsti-
tuted until the OIF mission is complete and the returning equipment is repaired
with associated equipment re-installed. Once the employing MEF determines their
OIF III equipment requirements and external sourcing shortfalls, we will be able
to better assess our ability to reconstitute MPSRON-2 and return our
prepositioning capability to pre-OIF attainment and readiness status.

ARMY GROUND AND AVIATION OPERATING TEMPO REQUIREMENTS

24. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, the Army has faced a number of challenges
in trying to ensure that Army pilots and tank commanders complete the number
of flying hours and tank miles planned for their training. For example, the Army
was authorized funding in fiscal year 2004 for 913 tank miles, but believes that it
will execute closer to 899 this year. With respect to aviation training time, the Army
continues to fall short of the stated requirement for 14.5 hours/crew/month. Are de-
ployments for contingency operations the major cause for under executing ground
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and air training time, or are there other factors, for example, are the required num-
ber of hours required to maintain ready air crews and tank crews correct, and what
steps is the Army taking to address this issue?

General CASEY. Ground—The Army was authorized 913 tank miles, but we subse-
quently developed major command (MACOM) unique training strategies that up-
dated the training requirement from 913 to 899 miles. MACOM strategies more ac-
curately depict and estimate training requirements taking into account such factors
as political and geographic constraints to training. Since 2001, the Army has exe-
cuted its training mission and, in fiscal year 2004, execution is on track to meet or
exceed projections. Our Combined Arms Training Strategy (CATS) is working and
sustaining our warfighting readiness. We see the results every day in Afghanistan
and Iraq. As the Army transforms and fields units of action and implements the
force stabilization initiative, we expect to further modify our training strategy.

Air—The CATS requirement for the modified table of equipment combat aviation
units is an average of 14.5 hours/crew/month. In the first 5 months of fiscal year
2004, the active Army is on track to meet or exceed its air training requirements.
The Army believes the CATS is accurate, however, a new training strategy is being
developed as a result of the mix of pilots and aircraft as we move aircraft and pilots
from the Corps into the Divisions under the Aviation Implementation Plan concept.
The under execution of the flying hour program in the past was primarily due to
three major factors: (1) Aviation Transformation Plan (divestiture of several Viet-
name-era aircraft, re-sized units and movement of aircraft to other active component
units and into the Reserve component to replace shortages); (2) Aviation units de-
ployments to/from Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan requiring additional mainte-
nance down time and 3 months ship and recovery time; and (3) Safety of flight
(SOF) messages increased from an average of 12 between fiscal years 1997-1999,
to 35 between fiscal years 2000-2002, that caused numerous aircraft groundings
waiting for new or improved parts. SOFs were down to 13 in fiscal year 2003 that
helped increase execution to 14.1 hours/crew/month at home station. Currently there
are six SOFs through February 2004.

AIR FORCE AVIATION OPERATING TEMPO REQUIREMENTS

25. Senator ENSIGN. General Moseley, I note that the budget request includes a
reduction of approximately 20,000 hours for Air Force pilots. What is the reason be-
hind this reduction and what are the implications for pilot training?

General MOSELEY. The major issue contributing to the “20,000” flying hour reduc-
tion was Air Education and Training Command’s (AETC) canceling of Undergradu-
ate Pilot Training class 05-15. This action provided funds to AETC to help build
their fiscal year 2005 command program. It was managed so that it supported the
reduction of over absorption pressures in the Air Force Operational Units and a re-
duction of stress on Field Training Units. The related fiscal year 2005 undergradu-
ate pilot production adjustment was from 1,100 to 1,014.

CAPACITY AT DEPOTS TO EXECUTE PLANNED MAINTENANCE

26. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, I am particularly pleased to read that the fiscal year 2005 budget request
includes increases for most of your depot maintenance programs—in some cases, sig-
nificant increases. How does this level of funding address continuing concerns about
maintenance backlog?

General CASEY. The Army defines the backlog as unfunded requirements. Depot
maintenance requirements include the following: end-item overhauls and repairs,
missile certifications, watercraft certifications, embedded software maintenance,
calibration support to units, technical support to lower levels of maintenance, and
the recapitalization program. The Army’s recapitalization program is fully funded.
Funding for depot maintenance commodities is at levels in accordance with Army
depot maintenance priorities and is balanced against other key Army programs. As
equipment continues to age, and current operational tempo levels continue,
sustainment costs will also increase. While depot maintenance funding increases
slightly from fiscal year 2004-2005 (excluding the fiscal year 2004 supplemental),
backlog continues at higher than acceptable levels.

Admiral MULLEN. Annual deferred ship maintenance has been reduced every year
since fiscal year 2000. The fiscal year 2005 budget request provides the funding nec-
essary to keep deferred maintenance low and maintain high fleet readiness.

For aircraft depot maintenance, we have selected a more appropriate metric based
on readiness levels rather than maintenance backlog. For airframes, the fiscal year
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2005 program of record is resourced to achieve the CNO readiness goal of 100 per-
cent Primary Aircraft Authorized (PAA) for deployed/work-up squadrons and 90 per-
cent PAA for non-deployed squadrons. In addition, through this year’s cycle we were
provided an additional $33 million of funding to meet 100 percent of the planned
inductions for the fleet’s critical aircraft. This level of programming enables the
Navy to meet operational commitments and achieve flight line aircraft entitlements
for critical type-model-series. For engine depot maintenance, the fiscal year 2005
Program of Record is financed to achieve the CNO readiness goal of zero bare fire-
walls and 90 percent of the ready-for-issue spares.

General MOSELEY. Air Force depot backlog has decreased in recent years due to
supplemental and global war on terrorism funding. While the Air Force increased
funding in the fiscal year 2005 President’s budget (PB) for depot maintenance (82
percent—up from 77 percent in fiscal year 2004 PB), we are still projecting 39 air-
craft and 60 engine deferrals, which are included on the Air Force’s Unfunded Prior-
ity List ($242.8 million).

General HuLy. The Marine Corps Depot Maintenance program funding line re-
mains consistent from fiscal year 2004 to fiscal year 2005 and meets immediate
readiness needs and maintains an acceptable level of depot maintenance backlog.

27. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, are there any constraints at your depots that would preclude your Service
from executing the planned level of depot maintenance?

General CASEY. The Army and its depots are on track to execute all planned depot
maintenance workload. To accommodate the additional reset workload, the depots
have added second and third shifts, added additional production lines, increased
overtime, hired government and contract employees, expanded contract hours, and
implemented process improvements. Even with this increased production, the depots
have not yet reached their maximum production capabilities and retain an ability
to increase production further to meet the demands of future rotations.

Admiral MULLEN. The Navy carefully plans its maintenance and there are no
known constraints that would preclude depots from executing the planned level of
depot maintenance. A particular depot may experience a short-term workload per-
turbation, usually accommodated by civilian overtime and/or augmented by contrac-
tor artisans. Long-term workload perturbations are accommodated through hiring
additional personnel, contractor augmentation and/or direct assignment of work to
commercial and inter-service depots.

General MOSELEY. No. We have the capacity to support workload that may gen-
erate as a result of real world operations and reconstitution efforts. We are meeting
all demands and expect to continue to do so.

General HULY. Marine Corps Depots have the ability to execute all planned depot
level requirements. A primary constraint for the Marine Corps in the near term is
asset availability for planned depot maintenance. Given the current operational
tempo, many Marine Corps assets are committed to support OIF II. This unplanned
commitment of assets initially slowed down asset availability for induction into the
depot maintenance cycle. However new induction plans for assets for depot mainte-
nance are being reviewed and continue to be updated to ensure asset availability.

INVENTORIES OF SPARE PARTS

28. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, in the build-up to, and execution of, decisive operations in Iraq, many
had expressed concern that the pace of operations had “emptied the shelves” of es-
sential spare parts—particularly in the Army. What is your assessment of the im-
pact of current operations on spare part inventories?

General CASEY. During fiscal year 2003, several Army-managed spares, critical in
support of the global war on terrorism and Operation Iraqi Freedom, were in short
supply. Intensive management efforts on the part of the U.S. Army Materiel Com-
mand’s commodity commands have, in most cases, been able to alleviate or signifi-
cantly reduce these shortfalls. However, the continued extremely high operational
tempo keeps the delicate balance of parts availability and available resources pre-
carious necessitating continuous oversight to preclude recurring shortages.

Admiral MULLEN. Spare parts inventories fully support current operations and
the Navy has maintained a similar level of OPTEMPO in the region for many years.
The Navy supply system is resourced to support the level of operations currently
underway.

General MOSELEY. The Air Force’s spare parts inventory has remained essentially
level over the last 3 years, although our supply performance (in terms of mission
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capable hours lost due to lack of spares) has steadily improved. Aircraft grounded
for lack of parts and aircraft cannibalized for parts have remained approximately
the same as before Operation Iraqi Freedom. Our Air Force supply records indicate
the Readiness Spares Package assets (along with rapid re-supply operations) were
very successful in keeping weapon systems operational during the overall conflict.

General HuLy. Lack of visibility for OEF/OIF I in the supply chain resulted in
duplicative ordering of some spares, which produced an impression of high usage
early on. The combination of normal operating stock and prepositioned assets on
Maritime Prepositioning Ships (MPS) mitigated the impact. The Marine Corps expe-
rienced minimal spares impact as a result of operations. We overcame the visibility
problems by using the commercial freight company, Dalsey, Hillblom & Lynn (DHL),
to provide quick response to the operating forces in Kuwait. Because the Marine
Corps has an end-to-end supply chain secondary reparable management program,
we were able to minimize the impact to operations. The impact of current operations
on spare parts inventories is improving.

29. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral I?{uly, to what degree can the industrial base support requirements for spare
parts?

General CASEY. The industrial base adequately and satisfactorily supports spare
part requirements within contractual and material lead times. A great majority of
spare parts (80 percent) are under the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) manage-
ment, and the U.S. Army Materiel Command (AMC) manages the remainder. Over-
all spares support from AMC’s major subordinate commands and DLA’s supply cen-
ters was tremendous. However, critical items remain critical items even in a time
of war. Our industrial base responded to the challenges and surged production on
several key items such as tracks, road wheels, batteries, and rotor blades in support
of the high level of conflict intensity. Our experience with the industrial base for
this effort has been extremely positive, and many of our contractors have given us
their full support.

Admiral MULLEN. The industrial base is adequately supporting the requirements
for spare parts. Performance based logistic contracts in addition to the retirement
of oldef ships and airframes have eased the occurrence of spare parts shortages in
general.

General MOSELEY. The aging fleet is increasing operating costs and impacting
readiness. Office of the Secretary of Defense has formed the Joint Council for Aging
Aircraft and the Air Force has established an aging aircraft office at our Air Force
Materiel Command to provide an Enterprise Management Approach. We have
formed a Diminishing Manufacturing Source and Material Shortages Program to ad-
dress solutions such as redesign, and qualification of additional manufacturers to
include aftermarket sources for parts manufacturers. We also have asked Air Force
Research Laboratory to assess the industrial base.

The Air Force, along with the other Services, are developing and implementing
capabilities to respond to the issue of parts availability. Our aging fleet and some
newer systems continue to experience component availability problems. This is
mainly with microelectronic items but other commodity groups are impacted. We ex-
pect that our current acquisition processes will keep us in step with the industrial
base and therefore, allow us to make rapid changes as needed.

General HULY. Industry did respond to most of our surge requirements for spares
and repair parts for ground equipment. Additionally, the Marine Corps leveraged
our industrial base surge capability for NBC equipment, and most recently, body
armor. Also, the requirement to armor plate our vehicles was met with quick, deci-
sive response from the commercial sector as well as our own depot expertise. Marine
Corps depots manufactured and shipped vehicle hardening to meet the recent I
MEF OIF-II requirement. For their expertise and devotion, they were recently
awarded the Meritorious Unit Citation by the Secretary of the Navy.

30. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, what programs do each of your Services have in place to manage procure-
ment and distribution of essential spare parts?

General CASEY. The U.S. Army Materiel Command prioritizes the distribution
and procurement of all essential spares based on the priority of need for each cus-
tomer. Procurements are awarded based on funds availability. Currently, fiscal
years 2002 and 2003 spare parts procurement for peacetime requirements and pro-
curement in support contingency operations are on contract.

As with any massive deployment, there are challenges in meeting the distribution.
Multiple consignee shipments being broken down, separated, and delivered to the
requesting combat unit resulted in extensive delays at the Theater Distribution
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Center. The Defense Distribution Center is now building pure pallets to be sent di-
rectly to the requesting major combat units. Additional transportation assets, both
ground and theater air, have been allocated to move parts into the maneuver area.
The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) has been asked to stand up a theater distribu-
tion center similar to its operation at Susquehanna, Pennsylvania. This, coupled
witlh U.S. Transportation Command initiatives, will smooth the path to the port or
rail stop.

Admiral MULLEN. Navy’s global supply chain is structured to support naval oper-
ations worldwide in areas of vital U.S. interest, in peace and war. The Navy system
is focused on timely delivery of validated requirements anywhere in the world, in-
cluding procurement, stocking, and expeditious movement of essential parts. Part
visibility and tracking in the logistic pipeline ensures efficient movement from man-
ufacturer to end-user. Parts are stocked aboard ships and submarines based upon
the contribution to achieving a weapon system readiness goal. To meet the parts de-
mand of afloat units, Navy has robustly funded the wholesale requirement to ensure
system responsiveness. Increasingly, we use our commercial partners via perform-
ance based agreements to improve the availability of mission essential parts that
have historically not satisfied the fleet’s demand in a timely fashion. To support
sustainment, critical parts that have been used and are in need of repair are flagged
for expeditious movement back to depots for rapid return to the fleet. There are iso-
lated cases where support does not meet fleet requirements, but these are excep-
tional support challenges and not driven by lack of funding or current operations.
Overall, from end to end, we have the supply chain about right, particularly for es-
sential items.

General MOSELEY. Processes and procedures are in place to accelerate procure-
ment actions in response to an emergency, including contingencies. Procedures are
also in place that allow for expedited delivery, including direct delivery to the user.

The Air Force Procurement and Supply Chain Management transformation initia-
tive incorporates a shift toward management of material based on a commodity-cen-
tric approach, links purchasing and supply chain management to the Air Force pro-
curement and logistics strategic goals. The objective is to align policies, processes,
people, and technology to facilitate continuous improvement to reduce total owner-
ship costs, manage risks, and improve performance (quality, responsiveness, reliabil-
ity, and flexibility).

With the increase in operations, a focused cell was established to provide a “one-
stop shopping” for shippers of Air Force Cargo. The Continental United States
(CONUS) Distribution Management Cell has refined the skills resident within the
Shipper Service Control Office and the Air Clearance Authority to provide a service
to expedite, locate or divert cargo to meet our customer’s needs. The CONUS Dis-
tribution Management Cell is composed of a command and control cell at Wright
Patterson Air Force Base, and forward located personnel at Norfolk Naval Air Ter-
minal, Dover Air Force Base, and Travis Air Force Base. The CONUS Distribution
Management Cell is positioned to directly support Operation Enduring Freedom/Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom (OEF/OIF) activities as well as any other operations needing
specialized support in asset visibility and expeditious movement of Air Force cargo.

An OEF/OIF shipment tool was developed in response to a United States Air
Forces, United States Central Command request to automate important shipment
data and policy directives. The shipment tool summarizes by week, the transit time
performance to all OEF/OIF locations for Air Mobility Command and commercial
carrier modes. Additionally, delays such as cargo frustration, incorrect routing and
customs delays are shown to highlight problems encountered in various shipping
modes. Shippers as well as decisionmakers use this data to determine preferred
modes and carriers.

Another initiative that has helped optimize mode and carrier selection is our part-
nerships with the World Wide Express carriers. On a weekly basis, commercial car-
rier performance from an Air Force perspective is forwarded to the carriers for their
comments. Feedback from the carriers usually detail problems they are having, get-
well plans and carrier specific routing. If carrier performance trends indicate poor
performance then a change in shipping mode or carrier is considered and/or imple-
mented. Monthly conference calls with the carriers and carrier representatives lo-
cated in the area of responsibility have been effective in relaying Air Force priorities
and concerns.

General HULY. The Marine Corps has an end-to-end supply chain secondary rep-
arable management program. As a result, reparables are reordered based on failures
and replenishment of those items at predetermined points as a result of the collabo-
rative planning process. Visibility of essential spare parts coming from the continen-
tal United States was one of the greatest challenges during OIF. A recent initiative
to mitigate those challenges is the implementation of Radio Frequency Identification
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(RFID) tags. We are using RFID tags on all sustainment cargo (e.g., boxes, pallets,
containers) for OIF-II and will apply tags and interrogate down to the tactical level.
We plan to use RFID technology to obtain visibility to the battalion level and to
push tagged shipments as far forward as possible. Distribution teams with interro-
gators are established at key nodes in theater to employ RFID visibility to the tac-
tical level. While we are working the initial RFID implementation now, the end
state is full integration into the end-to-end distribution process.

DEPOT-LEVEL REPAIR/MAINTENANCE OF EQUIPMENT USED IN IRAQ

31. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey and General Huly, Army and Marine Corps
armored and mechanized vehicles, helicopters, and other equipment have been tried
and demonstrated durable and reliable, without question, in the harsh Iraqi envi-
ronment. As this equipment comes off the line for depot-level repairs and servicing,
what is the strategy of the Army and Marine Corps to quickly and effectively make
repairs and return the equipment to the warfighters?

General CASEY. The Army has established extensive ground, aviation, and com-
munications and electronics sustainment programs in theater to support the
warfight. The three primary locations where maintenance is performed are Tikrit,
Anaconda, and Arifjan. The U.S. Army Tank—automotive and Armaments Com-
mand, Rock Island, Illinois, has established Forward Repair Activities (FRA) com-
posed of select capabilities from both Anniston and Red River Army Depots (Ana-
conda and Arifjan) to provide support to combat and tactical equipment. A HMMWV
support center was established in Iraq (Anaconda) on October 29, 2003, to provide
wheeled vehicle services. The Army is also in the final planning stages for establish-
ing an intermediate level maintenance Heavy Tactical Vehicle Support Center in
Iraq. The U.S. Army Communications—Electronics Command, Fort Monmouth, New
Jersey, FRA (Tikrit and Arifjan) supports the Mobile Subscriber Equipment, com-
munications security, intelligence electronic warfare, logistics automation programs,
and other general communications and electronic items. Technicians from
Tobyhanna Army Depot are supporting logistics automation hardware, Common
Ground Stations, and the Firefinder radar systems. The U.S. Army Aviation and
Missile Command, Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, has an Aviation Classification Re-
pair Activity Depot (AVCRAD) and a Mast Mounted Sight Team (Arifjan) capable
of providing theater level intermediate and selected depot support for all Army avia-
tion systems in the area of responsibility. The AVCRAD also supports aircraft phase
maintenance and conducts the processing and deprocessing of aircraft at the port.
Teams are also on the ground inspecting, assessing, repairing, and servicing equip-
ment; building wheel assemblies; applying add-on armor; inspecting and evaluating
battle damage costs; and identifying and inspecting and processing repairables for
retrograde to the United States.

To accommodate the reset workload done at the depots in the U.S., the depots
have added second and third shifts, additional production lines, increased overtime,
hired government employees and increased contractor support, and implemented
process improvements.

General HUuLY. The Marine Corps strategy includes early identification of require-
ments, use of forward deployed contact teams, and maximum use of remain behind
equipment to quickly and effectively repair and return equipment to the warfighter.

Early identification of requirements was accomplished by contact teams sent in
theater to conduct assessments of damaged and dead lined principal end items. As
a result of early identification of requirements, the Marine Corps made sourcing de-
cisions that expedited the repair process. Blount Island Command dispatched a
large contingent of forward deployed contact teams to initiate on site repairs and
begin Maritime Preposition Force reconstitution. Marine Corps Logistics Command
dispatched contact teams to assess the condition of Remain Behind Equipment
(RBE). The contact teams identified the RBE that was operational capable and
available for MPF reconstitution, equipment that needed repair and could be re-
paired on site, and equipment requiring depot level repair.

32. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey and General Huly, to what degree are the
maintenance depots being used to effect repairs?

General CASEY. In fiscal year 2004, the Army received $1.2 billion for emergency
supplemental reset funding for depot level overhauls and rebuilds in addition to our
peacetime budget for depot maintenance. The Army is using reset funding to have
its industrial base and industry partners restore key combat systems to the condi-
tion our equipment was in when it deployed with our soldiers. To accommodate the
reset workload, the depots have added second and third shifts, additional production
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lines, increased overtime, hired government employees, expanded contract hours,
and implemented process improvements. Even with the increased production, the
depots have not yet reached their maximum production potential and retain an abil-
ity to increase production further to meet the demands of future rotations.

The U.S. Army Tank—automotive and Armaments Command, Rock Island, Illi-
nois, has established forward repair activities composed of select capabilities from
both Anniston and Red River Army Depots (Anaconda and Arifjan) to provide sup-
port to combat and tactical equipment. Technicians from Tobyhanna Army Depot
are supporting logistics automation hardware, Common Ground Stations, and the
Firefinder radar systems.

General HULY. The Marine Corps Depots have a major role in returning the oper-
ating forces to full mission capable. Both Depots are multi-commodity centers that
can repair most Marine Corps ground combat equipment and are committed 100
percent to reconstitution efforts for Maritime Preposition Program and the
MARFORs. Marine Corps Depots accelerated execution is providing timely support
to the reconstitution effort.

ARMY AMENDED BUDGET REQUEST

33. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, the Army recently cancelled the Commanche
helicopter program. As a result of the cancellation, the President has submitted a
revised budget request for the Army for fiscal year 2005. The request indicates an
increase of $57.0 million for the Army operation and maintenance account for the
Army’s Flying Hour Program. The request also indicates a decrease of $48.2 million
from the Army National Guard from the Guard’s Flying Hour Program. What are
the implications for the aviation training programs of the Army and of the National
Guard as a result of these funding realignments?

General CASEY. Active Army Flying Hour Program (FHP): Although the Army re-
quested an increase of $57.8 million for the Operation and Maintenance, Army
(OMA) appropriation, only $33.9 million is designated for the FHP. The remainder
of the $57.8 million is designated for other aviation requirements (i.e., publications,
$6.8 million; logistics programs, $2.9 million; flight training, $10.2 million; doctrine
development, $4 million). The FHP increase funds the Army’s move to the new mod-
ular unit structure by moving aviation units from the Corps into the Divisions, con-
verting the 3rd Infantry Division, 101st Airborne Division (Air Assault), 10th Moun-
tain Division, 4th Infantry Division and the 4th Air Troop/2nd Armor Cavalry Regi-
ment by the end of fiscal year 2005. The Army changed the mix of line pilots and
staff pilots in units that increased flight hours in modernized aircraft. This move-
ment to modular units caused the changes to aircraft allocation and crew mix for
UH-60, OH-58A1C, OH-58D and AH-64. More AH-64 Apache helicopters and pi-
lots will be retained in the Active Force and all Attack Battalions will be converted
to the more expensive AH-64D Longbows by 2005. Also, the Aviation School’s Pro-
gram of Instruction (POI) for Implementing Flight School XXI changed causing a
12 percent increase in flight hours but only a three percent increase in cost by using
more hours in less expensive TH-67 and OH-58AC aircraft.

Army National Guard FHP: New force structure changes for the Army National
Guard (ARNG) are based on the Aviation Implementation Plan. The $48.2 million
reduction in the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget submission incorporates force
structure changes in the Army National Guard (ARNG) FHP. The changes affect
mix of aircraft and pilots for the entire fleet of aircraft. The primary reduction in
cost is a result of the elimination of 6 Divisional Cavalry Squadrons (12 Air Troops
and 6 Aviation Unit Maintenance Troops) and 1 Attack Battalion as a result of new
Army aviation designs. In addition, one of the ARNG Attack Battalions originally
scheduled for conversion to the AH-64D Longbow will remain equipped with the
older AH-64A.

34. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, what does this mean in terms of hours flown
per r;alir crew per month (the Army/Army National Guard metric for aviation train-
ing)?

General CASEY. Active Army Flying Hour Program (FHP): We have not changed
our crew operational tempo training strategy in fiscal year 2005—remains at 14.5
hours/crew/month. However, the strategy will increase slightly as more aviation
units are transformed into the new modular unit structures (14.6 in fiscal year 2006
and 14.7 in fiscal year 2007 and out). The Aviation Implementation Plan’s new mod-
ular unit structure changed the mix of line pilots that fly more hours than the bat-
talion’s staff pilots in combat units. This change increased flight hours in modern-
ized aircraft. The plan changes the FHP based on aircraft reallocation and crew mix
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for OH-58D, UH-60, CH-47D, and AH-64. More AH-64 Apache helicopters and pi-
lots will be retained in the Active Force and all will be converted to the more expen-
sive AH-64D Longbows by 2005. We are retaining more UH-60As that are more
expensive to fly than the UH—60Ls. Also, the Aviation School’s program of instruc-
tio(ril for Implementing Flight School XXI changed causing an increase in flight hours
and cost.

Army National Guard (ARNG) FHP: The ARNG aviation training strategy has
changed slightly upwards from 9.7 to 9.9 hours/crew/month. The increase is due to
the change in the mix of pilots and aircraft in the modified table of equipment com-
bat units. Overall, the ARNG reduced authorized units, pilots and aircraft, which
is the reason for the decrease in funding.

BUDGETING FOR TRAINING EVENTS AT MAJOR RANGE AND TEST FACILITY BASES

35. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, one of the challenges identified with the growing use of Major Range Test
Facility Bases (MRTFB)-designated activities for training purposes is financial sol-
vency of the MRTFB. It has been suggested that the services include funding for
training at MRTFBs in their Program Object Memorandums (POMs). How does your
Service budget for training at MRTFBs?

General CASEY. Army MRTFBs do not program for training on their ranges other
than for the Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM) program. The Army
Test and Evaluation Command (ATEC) programs ITAM requirements for White
Sands Missile Range, Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona; Dugway Proving Grounds,
Utah; and Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland. ITAM supports land management
and maintenance at those locations. Requirements are based on both testing and
training activities. ATEC does not program for range operations and range mod-
ernization in support of training. Units using MRTFB for training are normally re-
quired to reimburse the installation for range operations support. Such funds would
come from the unit’s operational tempo.

Admiral MULLEN. Fleet commands budget for exercise activity on MRTFBs from
the Operation and Maintenance, Navy (O&M,N) account. These O&M,N resources
pay for training exercise support on MRTFBs and the amount budgeted is developed
using historical expenditures.

General MOSELEY. The Air Force programs for training activities on the six Air
Force MRTFBs, however not all training activities and units are included in the
POM submission.

The POM submission includes training funds only for the MRTFB’s host units.
For example, Nevada Test and Training Range’s (NTTR) host unit is the Air Com-
bat Command (ACC) wing at Nellis Air Force Base, thus these units are budgeted
for operations on NTTR, while no other units are included in the POM submission.
This rule applies to Utah Test and Training Range (UTTR) as well with the excep-
tion that UTTR’s POM submission accommodates training for all ACC units. Large-
scale exercises on NTTR, i.e., Red Flags, are included in the POM by the major com-
mands in their Combat Air Forces Exercise and Readiness Training Periodic Inspec-
tion. Otherwise, no other training on MRTFBs is included in the POM submission.

General HuLy. Currently, the Marine Corps does not have any MRTFBs so there-
fore we don’t budget for them. However, we do our testing at Eglin AFB. The Air
Force budgets for normal throughput at their activity. When the Marine Corps has
additional students to train, we forward a Military Interdepartmental Purchase Re-
quest for the additional cost only. Eglin AFB determines cost based on which course
it is and services needed.

Fiscal year 2004 global war on terrorism paid for 16 additional students at a cost
of $290,000 for the Navy Explosive Ordnance School.

Fiscal year 2005 global war on terrorism paid for 76 additional students at a cost
of $479,000 for the Navy Explosive Ordnance School.

36. Senator ENSIGN. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, to what degree is budgeting captured in the current POM development
process?

General CASEY. Only Integrated Training Area Management is programmed to
support training on the Army Test and Evaluation Command major range test facil-
ity bases.

Admiral MULLEN. The Operation and Maintenance, Navy (O&M,N) account budg-
ets projected workload for exercise support on ranges, to include training on the
Major Range Test Facility Bases. Fleet commands resource these requirements
within their budgets from the O&M,N account.
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General MOSELEY. Budgeting for training activities at Major Range and Test Fa-
cility Bases (MRTFBs) follows the established Air Force process and is captured in
the respective Air Force Major Command (MAJCOM) budgets. The current Air
Force Planning Programming Budgeting and Execution process allocates a fair-
share portion of overall Total Obligation Authority to each MAJCOM. Each
MAJCOM allocates funding for their programs based on required capabilities and
current fiscal realities. If a MAJCOM has a funding shortfall or excess, the issue
is elevated through the Air Force Corporate Structure process. The Corporate Struc-
ture then ranks MAJCOM issues in accordance with Air Force priorities, balancing
disconnects and initiatives against offsets. The Air Force Corporate Structure sees
programmatic issues for training events at MRTFBs during the POM only if the
MAJCOM has a broken program, a new program or is offering up funding from a
program. In short, program growth for MRTFBs is reviewed at the MAJCOM and
air staff level and competes for funding based on MAJCOM priorities and Air Force
priorities. MAJCOM priorities that don’t receive funding are consolidated and
prioritized in the Air Force unfunded requirements list.

General HUuLYy. The POM development process captures all scheduled training
events at major range and test facility bases. Due to deployments and other oper-
ational requirements, these schedules are subject to change, and the corresponding
adjustment in resources are addressed in the year of execution through the budget-
ing process.

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JEFF SESSIONS
AIR FORCE C—5 FLEET

37. Senator SESSIONS. General Moseley, I am truly disturbed that your C-5 fleet
appears to be standing into trouble. We have a set of programs on the books to up-
grade the C-5s, the Avionics Modernization Program (AMP) which is a comprehen-
sive upgrade to the Avionics package, and the Reliability and Re-engining Program
(RERP) that fixes the engines. I'm told these upgrades, in addition to improving the
safety of flight, will save over $1 million a day in operations costs and may save
over $8 billion through the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP). Yet these pro-
grams were a bill payer in the Air Force budget this year, and these badly needed
upgrades are not even on your unfunded list. I have heard further that your lead
contractor, Lockheed Martin, may be having trouble on the AMP software part of
this and that the program may slip even further than the year that the AMP pro-
gram has already slipped. Now with the C—5s in their current condition, it appears
they experience a lot of downtime, and many folks were upset that we leased
Antonov 124s where a company from the Ukraine flew our heavy lift missions on
a Air Force subcontract for close to $50 million during Operation Iraqi Freedom.
What is the plan for bringing these AMP and RERP upgrade programs back on
track to bolster the readiness of our heavy airlift fleet or is the C—5 a divestment
target?

General MOSELEY. With regard to C—5 AMP, last fall Lockheed Martin briefed the
program office of a 4-month slip in flight test completion from June 2004 to October
2004. Since that time the Air Force has been notified that flight test completion has
been slipped to January 2005. Funds were transferred from RERP to AMP in fiscal
year 2005 for Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation (RDT&E) and spare
parts. A C-5 must be AMP’d prior to being RERP’d due to avionics required for the
new engines. Therefore, our first priority is to ensure that AMP is a success and
remains on track. The current Air Force program procures 55 kits by the end of fis-
cal year 2006. Procurement of additional AMP kits will be addressed by the Air
Force during our fiscal year 2006 budget deliberation process.

Budget decisions removed RERP funds to pay for higher Air Force priorities. Ini-
tial estimates from the program office indicated a one-year slip in RERP RDT&E
and procurement. Since those initial estimates, the program office has restructured
the program to bring RDT&E back to the original schedule, however procurement
has been slipped 1 year. Three RERP kits were procured in fiscal year 2004 for
RDT&E. During the fiscal year 2006 budget deliberation process the Air Force will
evaluate several C—5 RERP options that keep this important program on track with
Air Force mobility requirements.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SAXBY CHAMBLISS
AERIAL COMMON SENSOR PROGRAM

38. Senator CHAMBLISS. Admiral Mullen, I am pleased that the Army and Navy
are teaming on the Aerial Common Sensor (ACS) program and believe that the more
our military approaches programs jointly the more efficient we will be and the more
value we will get for the taxpayers’ money. However, I have some specific concerns
about the way the ACS program is being competed. As you may know, the Army
program manager for the ACS program made the comment regarding the ACS plat-
form that, “It’s like buying a car. I would love to have a Lexus or a Mercedes, but
my checkbook doesn’t afford that, I get the minimum needs of a car that I have to
have.” Now when it comes to fighting a war, collecting sensitive intelligence in hos-
tile environments, and ensuring the safety of our men and women in uniform, I
think that statement is a just a little bit shortsighted. Can you comment on the
Navy’s requirements for the ACS program, both regarding the sensors and the plat-
form, and what intelligence collection requirements you would not be able to meet
if you procured a platform that meets the minimum threshold versus the more rig-
orous, objective requirements?

Admiral MULLEN. The proposed ACS will meet the Navy’s requirements, exceed-
ing EP-3E capabilities in both mission sensors and aircraft performance while ex-
panding the mission beyond the current Signals Intelligence (SIGINT)—only capa-
bility. ACS mission systems represent a significant improvement over the current
EP-3E capabilities, performing SIGINT (Communications Intelligence (COMINT),
Electronic Intelligence (ELINT), and special signals), Imagery (Electro-Optic, Infra-
red and Synthetic Aperture Radar) and Measurement and Signature Intelligence
(MASINT). Additionally, ACS will exceed EP-3E aircraft performance capabilities in
terms of speed, altitude, and on-station coverage while also meeting the EP-3E’s
maximum range criteria, significantly surpassing the EP-3E’s capabilities and
meeting Navy intelligence collection requirements even at the threshold require-
ment.

DEFENSE PLANNING GUIDANCE EMPHASIS ON PERFORMANCE BASED LOGISTICS

39. Senator CHAMBLISS. General Moseley, in your written statement you focus
quite a bit on depot maintenance programs and funding. I am pleased that the Air
Force has a depot maintenance strategy and is committed to it. I think the other
Services would benefit from having a similar strategy for their depot maintenance
work. Apparently the most recent Defense Planning Guidance issued in February
2004 requires that all acquisition category 1 and 2 programs be reviewed for the
application of performance based logistics. I believe in performance based logistics,
but it often implies contractor support rather than in-house depot maintenance, and
the idea that we may be moving toward a paradigm where we automatically assume
that maintenance of major weapons systems will be performed by contractors con-
cerns me. We have already seen this with the 767 tanker lease contract. What is
the intent and logic of this defense planning guidance directed review and does it
indicate that DOD is moving toward contracting out the workload for our core logis-
tics capabilities?

General MOSELEY. The Air Force agrees that current operations in Operation En-
during Freedom—Afghanistan and Operation Iraqi Freedom reinforce the value in
terms of readiness, logistics footprint and costs, of weapon systems operating under
Performance Based Logistics (PBL) arrangements (e.g. F-18E/F, C-17, F-117). PBL
is the Air Force preferred product support strategy for sustaining our systems.

PBL does not imply contractor support rather than organic support. PBL places
full accountability for product support on the program manager using public, pri-
vate, or a partnership between public and private sector providers.

PBL will not impact core logistics capabilities, since, by law, core logistics capa-
bilities must be performed in Government-owned and Government-operated (includ-
ing Government personnel and Government-owned and Government-operated equip-
ment) facilities. We are able to meet core logistics capabilities through partnerships
that incorporate the tenets of PBL. A good example is the C-17 PBL partnership
between the contractor and our Air Force depots on core workloads. These partner-
ships will stand up core capabilities at all three Air Force depots. WR-ALC cur-
rently performs depot maintenance on C-17 aircraft. The Air Force is establishing
additional core capability to perform avionics work at WR-ALC, auxiliary power
units at OO-ALC, and pneudraulics and displays at OC-ALC. The Air Force will
continue to meet the requirements of the law.
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BLOUNT ISLAND/MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE ALBANY

40. Senator CHAMBLISS. General Huly, I was pleased to see you refer to Blount
Island so extensively in your written statement. They and the Marine Corps Logis-
tics Base in Albany, Georgia, play an absolutely central role in maintaining equip-
ment and supplying the Marine Corps’ fleet of maritime preposition ships. From
your comments in your written statement on depot maintenance, it sounds like the
Marine Corps has requested less depot maintenance funding than you really need
because your depots do not have the capacity to handle the workload the Marine
Corps requires. It also sounds like you are not able to make equipment available
for depot maintenance at the appropriate intervals simply because you need the
equipment in the field so badly. Is it true that the capacity of Marine Corps depots
is insufficient to perform your required workload, and what is your long-term plan
for modernizing and improving the efficiency of your depots in order to expand ca-
pacity so they can meet all of the Marine Corps logistics requirements?

General HULY. The capacity of Marine Corps depots is sufficient to perform the
required workload. The depots can be operated at a surge capacity and contracted
support can be brought in to manage increased workloads requiring rapid turn-
around. The Marine Corps’ organic facilities have the capability to increase produc-
tion to meet surge demands through the use of overtime and working additional
hours on the weekends, without being augmented by additional facilities, equip-
ment, or personnel. If necessary, additional temporary personnel can be hired to
handle increased demand.

All Marine Corps Depot level requirements are being accomplished through or-
ganic and commercial repair sources as required. The long term plan is to transform
the depots into a premier source of repair in the Department of Defense, seeking
workload outside the Marine Corps to augment funded requirements and sustain
critical skill sets. Public-private partnering ventures are being developed to
strengthen the Marine Corps’ competitive position and leverage expertise from both
the public and private sectors. The long term strategy includes modernizing the de-
pots to provide continuing support resulting from new equipment acquisitions. Sig-
nificant efficiencies continue to be realized within the Marine Corps Depots as a re-
sult of process improvements such as Theory of Constraints, Lean Thinking, and
International Organization for Standardization (ISO) certification.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DANIEL K. AKAKA
TOMAHAWK MISSILES

41. Senator AKAKA. Admiral Mullen, your testimony cites additional investments
in Tomahawk missiles, among other things, as the result of lessons learned in Oper-
ations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom. However, Tomahawks are also on the
Navy’s unfunded priority list. How much have you invested in Tomahawks, and why
}gzive r;rou not funded them more robustly if they are an important warfighting capa-

ility?

Admiral MULLEN. The Navy has significantly invested in the Tomahawk weapon
system which has repeatedly proven itself a valuable and versatile weapon, invest-
ing $402.5 million in research, development, test, and evaluation, Navy (RDT&E-
N) funding from fiscal year 1998 through fiscal year 2004 towards the development
of the Tactical Tomahawk Missile; $510 million in the weapon (WPN) account in fis-
cal year 2002 and fiscal year 2003; and the fiscal year 2005 President’s budget re-
quest contains $2.199 billion in weapons procurement funding for fiscal year 2004—
2009. This reflects $65 million additional funding for fiscal year 2005 above the fis-
cal year 2004 President’s budget request profile. Also, the CNO unfunded list con-
tains two unfunded requests: one for additional Special Tooling and Special Test
Equipment to increase production capacity, and a second for an additional 163 Tac-
tical Tomahawk missiles. By balancing the proper mix of other weapon systems ca-
pabilities in combination with those of Tactical Tomahawk, the fiscal year 2005
President’s budget request represents the best balance of resources to requirements
across the Department of Defense.

FLYING AND STEAMING HOUR REDUCTIONS

42. Senator AKAKA. Admiral Mullen, your statement acknowledges that the Navy
has reduced its goals both for steaming days and for flying hours in this year’s
budget request. I know that all of the Services are facing severe budgetary pres-
sures, and that you are trying to be as responsible as possible with your funding.
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However, I am concerned when these pressures appear to lead to things like lower-
ing required goals and decreasing readiness. I have a couple of questions about this,
but I also want to state that this is an area where I am particularly concerned about
the relationship between the Navy and the Marine Corps, with respect to funding.
What I mean by that is, even if the Navy decides that it can afford to reduce its
flying hour requirements, for example, I sincerely hope that these decisions are not
forced upon the Marine Corps, which might have a different view. Therefore, I hope
that the fiscal year 2006 budget request will reflect whatever the independent judg-
ments are of the Navy and Marine Corps about flying hour needs, in particular.
Was the flying hour reduction in this year’s Navy budget request driven by financial
or operational concerns and what about the reduction in ship steaming days?

Admiral MULLEN. Our fiscal year 2005 budget request is the result of a conscious,
detailed, analytically-based effort to balance current readiness needs and future
readiness investments. Through an expansion of our training cycle, efficiencies
gained from shore-based training, and increased utilization of flight simulators, we
were able to reduce flying hours and non-deployed steaming days while still main-
taining a readiness posture that supports the Fleet Response Plan. Simulators sys-
tems have matured and become more widely available, providing a realistic imposi-
tion of important combat and emergency situations that are simply too risky for
basic training in a live training environment (e.g., airframe threatening aircraft
emergencies, multiple weapon firings, etc.), enhancing the overall regimen of both
aviation and shipboard training.

Concerning the Marine Corps Flying Hour Program, the Marine Corps independ-
ently constructs its overall requirements in general and its type/model/series train-
ing and readiness requirements in particular, reflecting the significant differences
in composition and mission requirements of the two air fleets. Similar to the Navy,
however, the Marine Corps has also somewhat reduced their overall flying hour re-
quirement—which is fully funded—after a detailed review of their training and
readiness requirements and historical execution data.

READINESS

43. Senator AKAKA. Admiral Mullen, what analysis has the Navy done to dem-
onstrate that less ready is still ready enough, or, put differently, why were we pre-
viously paying for readiness we didn’t need?

Admiral MULLEN. The Navy achieved over the last 4 years—and is now maintain-
ing—its highest, sustained level of readiness force-wide seen in modern times. In-
deed, only through your support and very aggressive funding on readiness accounts
by the CNO and Navy over the past 4 years was the Navy able to implement such
a far-reaching and transformational force employment program like the Fleet Re-
sponse plan (FRP). FRP is among the most important of Navy’s transformation ef-
forts; it strengthens—not lessens—the Navy’s readiness and its commitment to rou-
tinely provide forces through flexible deployments to combatant commanders and
additional combat-ready forces, faster, in times of need.

FRP maintains the Navy’s traditional commitment to deploy forces overseas in
areas of vital U.S. interest. These capabilities-based forces are ready to respond
across the entire spectrum of international engagement, from diplomacy to major
crises—anytime, anywhere, in the far corners of the world, without a permission
slip. Furthermore, FRP also ensures that forces operating in home waters quickly
achieve and then maintain a combat-ready level of readiness, providing more op-
tions to the President and additional forces for crisis response or homeland security,
as required. When coupled with the Joint Staff deployment policies, naval forces can
be more flexibly employed to meet the near term demands of the security strategy.

We also continue to find new ways to enhance our current readiness. We have,
in particular, judiciously substituted flying and steaming hours—where practical
and where it makes sense—with additional simulator time, decreasing our budget
requirements but enhancing our training. Only recently have we reached the point
in terms of technological maturity and fielded systems, particularly concerning
multi-ship exercises, that we can conduct realistic combat training across multiple
platforms in a simulated but realistic combat environment. Aviation simulators con-
tinue to improve, enhancing overall pilot training by the imposition of risky aircraft
casualties not prudent in live training.
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DEPOT MAINTENANCE

44. Senator AKAKA. Admiral Mullen, you state that the efficiencies will be
achieved both in depot maintenance and by increasing reliance on simulations.
What evidence do you have the maintenance efficiencies will actually be realized?

Admiral MULLEN. Our aviation depots are in the midst of a transformation that
will provide increased readiness to meet our national security needs. Our AirSpeed
initiative is aggressively applying best business practices proven to work in industry
such as Lean, Theory of Constraints, and the principles of Six Sigma. We are con-
fident that we will actually realize efficiencies from these practices because, first,
they are being instituted where we have identified strong parallels to the business
model from which they were drawn, and, second, we are already seeing positive re-
sults. For example, using lean techniques, which focus on improving processes by
reducing non-value added steps, we have been able to reduce the cycle time on F/
A-18 brake assemblies by 68 percent. We have seen a 30-percent decrease in turn-
around time on the fiscal year 2004 aircraft engine using Lean techniques in con-
junction with a Performance Based Logistics initiative. Using Theory of Constraints,
which focuses on identifying constraints in the process and minimizing their impact
on, overall process efficiency, we have been able to improve turn-around time on H—
53 standard depot maintenance by 10 percent. Based on the improvements we have
seen, the Naval Aviation Depots are expanding the use of these proven process im-
provement techniques, where appropriate, across a growing number of aircraft, en-
gine and component programs. This will allow us to move toward achieving “Cost-
Wise-Readiness” and allow the Navy/Marine Corps aviation team to effectively and
efficiently support the fleet.

45. Senator AKAKA. Admiral Mullen, as for simulations, are you buying additional
simulators to support your new strategy or just making increased use of ones you
already own, and if it is the latter, do you have enough simulators in the right loca-
tions to support your new strategy?

Admiral MULLEN. The Navy is procuring some new simulators to support the
training strategy included in this budget as well as upgrading some existing ones.
The simulators are in the right locations to support our greatest training needs.

FLEET RESPONSE PLAN

46. Senator AKAKA. General Huly, what are the implications of the Fleet Response
Plan (FRP) for the Marine Corps, and do you have any particular areas of concern?

General HULY. To meet emerging threats in the global war on terrorism, the Chief
of Naval Operations directed the Navy to find ways to provide additional forces in
support of national objectives. From this directive have come three concepts: Fleet
Response Plan (FRP), Flexible Deployment Concept (FDC), and SeaSwap.

e FRP: By adjusting maintenance cycles, training cycles, and revising ship
manning this seeks to provide more units to surge in response to unplanned
contingencies and keep individual units surge capable for a longer period of
time. This is designed to produce a consistent level of sufficient readiness to en-
able short notice deployment whereas the previous pattern demanded nearly
perfect condition and training prior to deployment and acknowledged sub-
standard conditions following.

FRP has the potential to increase overall capability.

USMC Position:

e FRP has not yet been applied to Amphibious Shipping.

e The Marine Corps believes forward “Presence is the Purpose.” The Ma-
rine Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations Capable) [MEU(SOC)] is a
highly trained, specialized, and cohesive force, with a very deliberate Pre-
deployment Training Program. This program provides the Combat Com-
manders with MEU(SOC) that are able to respond to a wide range of mis-
sions rapidly (due to forward presence) and ensures a significant degree of
parity due to the certification process required for each unit prior to deploy-
ment. If FRP does not require reduction in Navy support of MEU forward
presence, then improved readiness of non-deployed assets is attractive.
Other available Marine Forces could deploy with these surge ready assets
should contingencies occur.

e The MEU(SOC) program provides highly trained units designed for for-
ward deployment based upon the Global Naval Forward Presence Policy
schedule. FRP does not necessarily threaten this highly used capability but
if the potential gains of FRP require reduced forward presence deploy-
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ments, as is the Navy Philosophy in Carrier FRP, then geographic com-
manders will be denied some portion of the MEU (SOC) forward presence
that has proven so useful in recent memory. Further, current USMC efforts
to increase SOCOM/USMC cooperation in global war on terrorism depend
on forward presence.

e FDC: This concept intends to minimize ‘wasted’ employment of naval forces
and provide improved employment options. It codifies the Navy vision of “Pres-
ence with a Purpose,” and seeks for sake of economy to retain its ships in home-
port or in local operating areas unless needed in direct support of concrete na-
tional objectives.

USMC Position:

e When applied to amphibious shipping it is a direct counter to the phi-
losophy of forward presence as deterrence and crisis response, or “Presence
is the Purpose.”

1- “(Ii’resence with a Purpose” (per FDC) equates to fewer days forward de-
ployed.

e Combatant commander requirements still call for a 3.0 forward pres-
ence or greater (one MEU continuously in each CENTCOM, EUCOM, and
PACOM), currently being met by a 2.5 presence. OIF/OEF have further in-
creased the utility of MEUs.

e Crisis Response times are a relevant concern, and surging from home-
port in lieu of responding from the immediate vicinity yields far greater
operational risk.

e SeaSwap: A concept that maximizes the naval capability deployed forward
while minimizing the expenses inherent in forward basing. In this model the
ships remain forward deployed while the entire crew complement is exchanged.
Crews are rotationally deployed for approximately 6 months, removing the need
for PCS orders, support housing ashore, and the administrative structure to
support dependents.

USMC Position:

e Positive in this plan is the elimination of transit time to the theater
of operations.

e Offsetting that will be the impacts associated with turnover of equip-
ment in theater, and potential impact on overall capabilities as the marines
and sailors re-orient and regain full operational readiness.

e As ships, even within the same class, can vary significantly there will
certainly be challenges associated with working up in CONUS on one set
of ships and then falling in upon another in theater.

Summation: It is the position of the United States Marine Corps that the FRP,
FDC, and Sea Swap concepts are viable, relevant, and offer potential efficiencies.
However, we must be sure we are not losing critical capability in exchange for as
yet unproven benefits. When and how these plans are implemented could impact the
United States Marine Corps ability to remain the Nation’s multi-purpose “911”
force. We must remain cautious as we explore the potential of future concepts and
avoid further decrease in relevant forward deployed capability in support of Combat-
ant Commander requirements. Efforts to increase the readiness of non-deployed am-
phibious shipping are welcomed as well as implementation of proven concepts that
meet forward presence requirements more efficiently.

DEPOT MAINTENANCE

47. Senator AKAKA. General Huly, I am concerned about funding for depot mainte-
nance. As I understand it, both the Army and the Marine Corps are facing signifi-
cant increases in maintenance associated with operations in Iraq and Afghanistan
that will not be fully covered by supplemental funds. In addition, the FY05 budget
request does not come close to meeting your ongoing requirements to maintain
equipment. The Marine Corps only funded 65 percent of its known requirements.
Your statement suggests that this is because much of your equipment is being used
and is not available to go to the depots. However, the number one unfunded oper-
ations and maintenance requirement is for depot maintenance—an additional $43
million. So I am a little confused—is there additional depot maintenance that needs
to be done, and that could in fact be done if you received additional funding, or is
the equipment not there?

General HuLy. The Marine Corps has additional depot maintenance requirements
for fiscal year 2005 that have been identified in the Unfunded Programs List. Given
the current operational tempo, many Marine Corps assets are currently committed
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to support OIF II. This unplanned commitment of assets initially slowed down asset
availability for induction into the depot maintenance cycle. However, new plans
have been developed and continue to be updated to ensure asset availability. The
equipment that would be repaired with an additional $43 million has been validated
and will be available for repair.

UNFUNDED PRIORITY LIST

48. Senator AKAKA. General Huly, is $43 million the maximum amount of addi-
tional funding that could be executed if we were able to provide it, or are there addi-
tional unfunded requirements that did not make the priority list?

General HULY. The Marine Corps Depot Maintenance Program could execute ad-
ditional fiscal year 2005 funding if provided. The Unfunded Programs List request
of $43 million represents the highest priority of remaining requirements. The Ma-
rine Corps continues to analyze equipment usage as a result of OIF I and OIF II
to determine if additional requirements exist.

FORCE RESETTING

49. Senator AKAKA. General Casey and General Moseley, how much additional
funding would you require to fully meet your known “reset” maintenance require-
ments, as well as to maintain your equipment during normal peacetime operations?

General CASEY. The Army needs %1.2 billion to reset Operation Iraqi Freedom
(OIF) 1 and Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) 4. The total cost requirement to
reconstitute OIF-1 and OEF—4 was $3.4 billion, $2.9 billion for organic maintenance
at installations and $1.5 billion for depot maintenance. The fiscal year 2004 supple-
mental funded $2 billion of a $3 billion requirement and $1.2 billion of the $1.4
depot requirement. Additionally, the Army staff is developing cost estimates for re-
pair of OIF-2/0EF-5. However, it is too early to identify those estimates with any
fidelity. Without reset dollars, we will be forced to take risk and fund within the
base budget.

We do not anticipate a request for additional funds to maintain equipment during
normal operating tempo as long as the Army receives the funds requested in fiscal
year 2005 President’s budget.

General MOSELEY. The Air Force requested $242.8 million on the fiscal year 2005
Unfunded Priority List for depot maintenance. This funding would eliminate 39 air-
craft and 60 engine deferrals. It also provides the Air Force opportunities to com-
plete $10 million in Intercontinental Ballistic Missile maintenance in lieu of defer-
ring the workload.

50. Senator AKAKA. General Casey and General Moseley, what do you believe are
the immediate and longer-term readiness impacts if these funds do not materialize?

General CASEY. The Army will not be able to provide trained and ready forces to
combatant commanders in the numbers or with the capabilities they require. The
immediate impact would stall the current momentum we have established for set-
ting the force and produce a cascading effect for purchasing parts, services, and re-
conditioning of equipment, resulting in a backlog. Initially the impact may be mini-
mized by the diversion of peacetime parts or cash flowing this requirement to ad-
dress the shortfall, but this would delay rather than fix the problem. The future
readiness of the Army is largely dependent upon the timely reconstitution of forces
returning from Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom. Any
decrement or delay in funding this effort will result in a decrease in readiness and
degradation in the units’ ability to conduct subsequent operations. The long-term
impact would be the Army’s ability to provide trained and ready forces to combatant
commanders for ongoing missions and other worldwide commitments.

General MOSELEY. If funds do not materialize, 39 aircraft and 60 engine depot in-
ductions will be deferred. This places an additional workload on blue-suit maintain-
ers to perform extension inspections and additional hourly inspections to ensure
safety of flight. potential grounding of some aircraft and/or engines could occur
through expiration of time or defects detected during extension inspections.

SPARE PARTS

51. Senator AKAKA. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, one of the issues I want to ensure we get an update on is the one that
always seems to be identified as a problem after every major operation, and that
is spare parts. Can each of you please briefly summarize your Service’s experience



103

with parts supply during Operation Iraqi Freedom, any problems you might con-
tinue to have and how they will be resolved, and any concerns you might have about
spar% parts funding either for the remainder of fiscal year 2004 or in fiscal year
20057

General CASEY. Inadequate spares in sustainment stocks and Authorized
Stockage List (ASL) create a potential readiness issue. Long lead times for delivery
of stocks and increased usage of repair parts during contingency operations have ad-
versely impacted Army’s ability to replenish ASLs and sustain equipment readiness.
Currently, Army has over $7 billion dollars in spare parts due from procurement
contracts and repair facilities. Spares needed to support contingency operations are
not projected during our peacetime budget operations.

As reflected in the logistics focus area, connect the logistician and integrate the
supply chain, there are three fundamental problems with parts support for Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom (OIF): lack of communications connectivity for supply activities,
distribution challenges, and the availability of selected items of materiel.

Constant movement over extended distances during the early phases of the oper-
ation precluded focused maintenance actions along with the associated parts req-
uisitioning. The communication connectivity challenge has now been overcome by
the purchase of commercial satellite equipment for the tactical supply activities in
theater. Equipped with these terminals, OIF supply activities are now communicat-
ing their requirements daily.

When materiel ordered in the early phase began arriving, movement was con-
strained by the lack of secure distribution routes and the limited availability of
transportation. Constrained distribution capability and the prioritization of supplies
moving forward were initially weighted on other than repair parts. Initially, more
than 90 percent of available transportation assets were consumed moving water,
food, and fuel. Transportation challenges have also been addressed and are showing
improvements as more ground and theater air assets are being used to transport
parts to maneuver units. Additionally, this is greatly facilitated by the Defense Dis-
tribution Center building pure pallets of repair parts for major maneuver elements.

Increasing demands of OIF significantly impacted batteries and tracks. Unantici-
pated high usage levels resulting from the increased operating tempo and the desert
environment caused temporary but critical shortfalls until production and deliveries
were able to catch up. Actual OIF demands for repair parts for Abrams, Bradley,
Palladin, and HMMW Vs, especially suspension parts, exceeded anticipated demand
factors by 6-10 times greater than normal peacetime usage.

Admiral MULLEN. To ensure Navy could sustain extended combat operations, we
invested resources above peacetime levels in the repairable supply chain well ahead
of hostilities. As a result, ships and submarines deployed with the necessary spares
onboard to successfully execute their missions and were adequately supplied
throughout OIF. Parts availability and the transportation pipeline met Navy’s re-
quirement to support the continuous operations of seven carrier and nine expedi-
tionary strike groups. Today, our Navy continues to experience the benefits of a ro-
bust supply system and, provided there is no significant increase in OPTEMPO,
parts availability is expected to remain acceptable.

General MOSELEY. The Air Force does not have any congressional spare parts
funding issues for fiscal year 2004 or fiscal year 2005. Due to robust funding of the
flying hour program, backorders have decreased, cannibalization rates are down,
and aircraft not mission capable for supply are at the best rate since 1995.

General HuLY. Lack of visibility for OEF/OIF I in the supply chain resulted in
duplicative ordering of some spares, which produced an impression of high usage
early on. We have implemented Radio Frequency Identification (RFID) tag tech-
nology, partnered with Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) for pure pallet packaging,
and partnered with the Army and Navy for supply chain distribution support. The
impact of current operations on spare parts inventories is improving. DLA tradition-
ally was a wholesale distributor. DLA is now extending its supply chain manage-
ment functions to the Service-managed retail inventory level. In the future, we will
increase our partnership efforts with DLA applying a National Inventory Manage-
ment System (NIMS) concept. NIMS will replace distinct wholesale and retail inven-
tories with a nationally integrated inventory. It will provide the Services with a
much clearer view of immediate stock requirements and minimize the Service’s fi-
nancial investment in stocks. Class IX (spare and repair parts) availability for
ground equipment was not necessarily the problem; parts were generally available
from DLA and industry, BA-5590 batteries were the exception. The problem was
two-fold: (1) industry’s inability to respond to surge requirements in the time frame
required, and (2) funding constraints given the high daily usage and associated cost.
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) End-to-End (E2E) Distribution will pro-
vide the tactical Marine the methods and tools to seamlessly execute inbound and
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outbound movements for all classes of supply while maintaining Total Asset Visi-
bility/In-Transit Visibility throughout the distribution pipeline. Working with our
industrial base partners, who will be required to assign RFID tags—both passive
and active—will provide visibility of assets on the shelves. As our industrial base
partners see the usage increase they can be more proactive in getting supplies back
on the shelves. MAGTF E2E distribution will facilitate the flow of material through
the logistics chain, both in deployed and garrison operating environments.

With respect to fiscal year 2004 and fiscal year 2005 funding concerns, there were
no spare parts funding requests for ground equipment on the Unfunded Programs
List for either of those years. However, there was funding for spares imbedded in
the overall fiscal year 2003 Supplemental for Reconstitution request. Currently, we
are evaluating the total force constitution that will determine the stress on equip-
ment repairs required at the depot level and Blount Island Command to replenish
our Maritime Prepositioning Ships. Additionally, we will identify the amount of
Class IX spare parts and secondary reparables needed by Marine Forces to conduct
in-theater repairs to restore equipment to a full operational condition and extend
the service life.

52. Senator AKAKA. Admiral Mullen, I understand that the Navy may have identi-
fied a spares shortfall of $500 million over the Future Years Defense Program. Is
that the case? What is the Navy’s shortfall in spares funding, if any?

Admiral MULLEN. As a result of the PR-05 Integrated Readiness Capability As-
sessment (IRCA), spares were funded to 100 percent of the post-IRCA requirement.
Growth in future requirements has occurred through the expansion of Navy’s recapi-
talization and will be addressed within POM-06. As a follower recapitalization ac-
count, the spares tail will be adjusted accordingly to follow these changes in pro-
gram, and are thus continually changing year to year. This is particularly true as
the Navy divests several older weapon platforms with significant spare parts tails.
In all cases, however, routine resource sponsor adjustments to the spares account
take into full consideration the attendant risks of a navy adjustments in terms of
both timing—specifically in cases of divesture—and funding levels, accepting only
well-understood conditions. In the final assessment of spares funding, Navy is—
under the Fleet Response Plan—ensuring that more operational fleet units maintain
a higher level of combat readiness for a longer duration than in the past, deploying
units as a matter of routine but also ready to respond with significant forces if nec-
essary.

TRAINING AT EGLIN AFB

53. Senator AKAKA. General Huly, you say in your statement that the Marine
Corps is evaluating whether training at Eglin Air Force Base in Florida is cost effec-
tive, and that you are examining other options. Eglin was supposed to provide the
best solution for training to compensate for the loss of Vieques. What are the spe-
cific problems you are experiencing at Eglin, and what changed from the analysis
you did prior to commencing exercises at Eglin that would cause you to pursue other
options?

General HULY. There are several challenges in conducting large-scale amphibious
and ground training aboard the Eglin AFB Major Range and Test Facility Base
(MRTFB) range complex as a result of fundamental cultural differences between the
testing and training communities. These challenges and limitations include the lack
of an integrated and instrumented ground training range infrastructure, test direc-
tive process inflexibility, inability to conduct live naval gunfire from ship-to-shore,
and the high costs to conduct training at Eglin. The Marine Corps programmed its
training costs for Eglin at approximately $450,000 per exercise based on a series
of cost estimates from Eglin. Due to Eglin’s decision to conduct the first exercise
with exclusive use of the ranges by the exercise force, the actual MRTFB costs be-
came significantly higher, nearly $1.25 million. As a result of these limitations and
high costs at Eglin, the Marine Corps is continuing to assess the potential and value
of expanding the training capability of its installations at Camp Lejeune and Cherry
Point, NC. The benefits that these alternate locations would provide are:

(1) Proximity to existing east coast Navy and Marine Corps installations eases
operational/deployment tempo considerations;

(2) Usable year-round (no naval restrictions due to hurricane concerns June-Octo-
ber);

(3) Lower costs to transit to/from training areas and train on USN/USMC installa-
tions;
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(4) Investments in infrastructure benefit not only the Marine Expeditionary Unit
but also the entire II Marine Expeditionary Force;

(5) Camp Lejeune supports integrated live fire, to include live naval gunfire from
ship-to-shore;

(6) Significantly lower costs to conduct large-scale amphibious training at Camp
Lejeune and Cherry Point vice the Eglin MRTFB.

54. Senator AKAKA. General Huly, what other venues do you believe might be
available that would provide the necessary training, and when do you expect to
make a decision about whether you will move training somewhere else?

General HULY. Both the Navy and the Marine Corps are planning to use Eglin
for training in some capacity for the foreseeable future. The Marine Corps is con-
tinuing to assess the potential and value of expanding the training capability of its
installations at Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point, NC. Improving specific capabilities
at these locations will provide a direct benefit to the forces resident at those loca-
tions and provide a more robust regional naval expeditionary training capability,
particularly when incorporating the capabilities at the other naval facilities in the
North Carolina and Virginia Capes geographic area. The Marine Corps will continue
to seek new training venues and locations, both within the United States and
abroad, that may offer site-specific training opportunities or enhance the operating
forces’ overall regional training capability.

55. Senator AKAKA. General Huly, can you describe what specific changes to test
facility regulations are necessary to improve training at Eglin?

General HuLY. The Marine Corps requires a naval expeditionary warfare training
venue for use during an advanced phase of the pre-deployment training cycle. This
venue must:

(1) provide tactical flexibility to the commander in planning and execution of
training events;

(2) exercise decisionmaking skills of units and leaders;

(3) forge Navy and Marine Corps interoperability in a dynamic, realistic training
environment;

(4) provide a dynamic, adaptable battle-space operating area vice simply range-
space.

The Marine Corps must not compromise training standards due to Major Range
and Test Facility Base inflexible test scheduling processes or high costs to train.
Should the Marine Corps continue using Eglin for naval expeditionary force train-
ing, costs to train must be controlled. Rigid test scheduling process must adapt to
accommodate the training requirements of large-scale amphibious and ground train-
ing exercises which require expansive battlespace. Department of the Navy/Depart-
ment of Defense should make significant investments at Eglin to provide substantial
infrastructure, ground range, and instrumentation upgrades to make it of equal or
better training value than existing North Carolina training areas. These improve-
ments could include development of proximate ground maneuver and dud-producing
impact areas, and instrumentation that supports training feedback of live-fire tac-
tical maneuver.

56. Senator AKAKA. Admiral Mullen, the Navy has also begun training at Eglin.
Are you experiencing similar challenges, and do you agree with the Navy that
changes in the test range regulations are needed to improve the Navy’s training?

Admiral MULLEN. Navy has trained on its west coast test ranges for some time,
and has experienced the same financial issues as experienced recently at Eglin AFB.
While the ability to mission fund some of the assets on test ranges would lower the
cost to train, the events conducted on the major range test facility bases are already
high quality due to the high fidelity equipment required by the testing mission.
Close coordination with the test ranges facilitates effective fleet use for training on
a not-to-interfere basis, which should be preserved to provide fleet access to the
ranges and efficient use of these range resources while still ensuring the RDT&E
community is given priority access to the resources required to adequately field new
systems to the fleet.

HAITI

57. Senator AKAKA. General Huly, I know that you have a number of marines who
are on the ground doing great work bringing stability to Haiti. How long do you ex-
pect this mission to continue, and what is the impact on 2 MEF as it supports these
forces?
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General HuLy. The target date for transition and Transfer of Authority from the
current Multi-National Interim Force Haiti (MIFH) to a U.N. led coalition is 1 June.
Impact on II MEF will be minimal as long as the transition is accomplished in ac-
cordance with the published timelines. 3d Bn, 8th Marines deployed to Haiti as part
of the Air Contingency Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF). They were origi-
nally on the OIF II-2 Force List. CMC requested and SECDEF approved the activa-
tion of 1st Bn, 23d Marines in order to fill the requirement in support of OIF II-
2.

58. Senator AKAKA. General Huly, does the Haiti operation have any impact on
the Marine Corps’ ability to support operations in Iraq and Afghanistan or else-
where in the world?

General HuLy. The target date for transition and Transfer of Authority from the
current MIFH to a U.N. led coalition is 1 June. Impact on ongoing Operations En-
during Freedom and Iraqi Freedom will be minimal as long as the transition is ac-
complished in accordance with the published timelines.

JOINT NATIONAL TRAINING CAPABILITY

59. Senator AKAKA. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, I know all of you are participating in DOD’s effort to establish a Joint
National Training Capability (JNTC), and that Joint Forces Command recently di-
rected the first JNTC event. Can each of you please give me your perspective on
how JNTC is progressing, as well as a quick assessment of the initial event and
are there any improvements or refinements that you think are necessary?

General CASEY. Through efforts to date, the Services, Joint Forces Command, and
the Joint and Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) staffs have achieved consider-
able agreement about how to build the best possible JNTC. JNTC is being developed
to train both operational and tactical level units and headquarters. For operational
level units, it provides a superb training opportunity for commanders and staffs of
all potential joint force headquarters; Army headquarters that must be prepared to
function as a Joint task force command, or Army headquarters that must be pre-
pared to function as Joint Force Land Component Command. JNTC for tactical level
units ensures they have the opportunity to train joint and interoperability tasks
within a “true” joint context, that is, as close as possible to how they will perform
during actual operations. In addition, JNTC at the tactical level gives the Army a
greater opportunity to train “joint” early in a soldier’s career.

The initial event was the first of four OSD-directed, Commander U.S. Joint Forces
Command sponsored JNTC exercises leading up to JNTC Initial Operating Capabil-
ity not later than October 1, 2004 with the final operating capability scheduled for
fiscal year 2009. The initial event provided joint context for an Army National
Training Center rotation, an Air Force Air Warrior rotation, part of a Marine Corps
Combined Arms Exercise rotation at Twentynine Palms, and a Navy Surface
Launched Missile Exercise run virtually from three ships pier side at San Diego,
California. Three major technical tests were conducted at the exercise locations to
test the links between the live, virtual, and constructive instrumentation and sim-
ulation systems. While operating with service specific command and control systems
proved challenging, it did not result in any degradation to the network and the sub-
sequent training event. Integration of multiple Service tactical exercises into a sin-
gle coherent scenario was also challenging, but through Service collaboration, ad-
vances were made towards the end of truly integrated joint training. The progress
made in developing a tactical-level JNTC capability, as demonstrated in January’s
first ever JNTC event will reinforce our efforts in fully integrating joint training ca-
pabilities for all tactical level units, without significantly increasing deployment and
operating tempo demands on tactical units.

Admiral MULLEN. The JNTC continues to make steady, positive progress. The ini-
tial event was the first full tactical exercise of joint close air support conducted
within an enhanced joint context and assessed to defined conditions and measures.
In a significant improvement over previous events, the execise incorporated the
most credible live and simulated opposing force ever constructed for such a large
event. While Navy participation was limited due to the nature of the exercise, it in-
clu(llled several geographically dispersed elements participating both live and vir-
tually.

In order to maintain the level of operational tempo important to the well-being
of our sailors and their families, it is important to build JNTC participation upon
existing Service-specific training and within the existing Chairman’s Exercise Pro-
gram. The Navy’s Fleet Response Plan requires the capability to train Strike Groups
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in geographically distributed Fleet concentration areas. The infrastructure of JNTC
should and will support this requirement, and the addition of joint forces to Navy
training events will enhance our overall effectiveness. A concerted and collaborative
joint effort is essential to create JNTC that supports all of the Services’ joint needs.
This approach builds individual Service core capabilities while improving the joint
context of training.

General MOSELEY. JNTC is just getting started but will greatly enhance joint
training at all levels. The addition of virtual and constructive simulations to JNTC
exercises provides participants much needed joint context, increases training real-
ism, and enhances home station training quality, while reducing personnel tempo
and deployment costs. JNTC range instrumentation upgrades are also having a
major impact on the quality of training received by improving threat, scoring, and
feedback systems. In a collaborative way, Air Force and other Service’s organiza-
tions are providing valuable operational, technical, and program expertise to assist
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff, Joint Forces Command, and
combatant commanders with JNTC implementation. JNTC is on track to achieve
Initial Operating Capability (IOC) in October 2004 as planned.

The January 2004 Western Range Complex JNTC event was the first of four
JNTC events in fiscal year 2004 that define JNTC IOC. It created an expanded, dy-
namic training venue for the Services while reducing the costly requirement to
transport exercise participants, their equipment, and maintainers to a distant exer-
cise location. Also, with the integration of sophisticated virtual and computer-gen-
erated force elements, the training was more complete and realistic than in previous
non-JNTC joint exercises.

Preparing our forces to deal with constantly changing real world asymmetric
threats is a huge challenge. In many cases, joint operations have far exceeded our
training capability to prepare our forces—individuals, units, and staffs. JNTC has
taken on this challenge to blend the training environment and the operational envi-
ronment to prepare our forces under dynamic, adaptive conditions that ultimately
focus on mission rehearsal and true joint performance. The bottom line is that this
program must be fully funded to provide JNTC the resources to prepare our
warfighters to meet the challenges to fight and defeat the global threats they face.

General HuLy. From the Marine Corps perspective, the Joint National Training
Capability is progressing as well as can be expected considering current operational
commitments and fiscal constraints. With forces deployed in support of Operation
Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom, as well as other commitments the
Marine Corps has around the world, forces available to conduct these exercises are
at a premium. We must ensure the JNTC events schedule reflects well-defined
training requirements and are not conducted simply in order to fill the yearly sched-
ule.

The Marine Corps was a full partner in the January 2004 Western Range Com-
plex Horizontal Training Event via the Combined Arms Exercise at the MAGTF
Training Command, Twentynine Palms, CA, and learned valuable lessons from the
event. The Marine Corps feels that there was valuable training for the service mem-
bers that were in direct support of the Joint Close Air Support Missions, whether
in the air or on the ground. Two areas that require further work are better defining
both the training audience and appropriate levels of command, and continuing to
refine the Joint Tactical Tasks that the forces are to execute and be assessed.

CORROSION

60. Senator AKAKA. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, one issue I have long been concerned with is corrosion; obviously, military
forces in Hawaii constantly experience the effects of hot, wet weather, and their
equipment and facilities are subject to severe corrosion problems. This affects their
equipment readiness, their manpower and maintenance costs, and their personnel
requirements. I am very proud of the actions this committee has taken, along with
our House counterparts, to raise the issue of corrosion prevention to a higher level
within the Department of Defense, and to require DOD to centralize policy and over-
sight of the Services’ corrosion efforts in the office of the DOD Director of Corrosion
Policy. Our intent in creating a central corrosion office was not to increase bureauc-
racy, but instead to drive common regulations and testing requirements and to
break down information barriers between the Services and between the equipment
and facilities communities. I am interested, therefore, in your perspectives on DOD’s
current level of effort on, and attention to, corrosion, the impact that you see of cor-
rosion on your forces and your budgets, and any additional steps that might be
taken to reduce the impact of corrosion and other factors that drive high life-cycle
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costs, especially on the operations and maintenance side. Could each of you please
comment whether your Service has begun to work together with the DOD Director
of Corrosion Policy to address this issue fully and, to address corrosion, has your
Service begun requiring that corrosion plans be developed for all equipment and fa-
cilities, or do you anticipate doing so?

General CASEY. The Army Corrosion Program is managed by the U.S. Army Mate-
riel Command where the Program Officer, Army Corrosion Program sits as an Exec-
utive Committee member of the DOD Corrosion Prevention and Control Integrating
Product Team lead by the DOD Corrosion Policy and Oversight Office. To date,
there have been four Corrosion Forums, in which each Service provided input to
DOD on policy, standards, capabilities, and requirements. It is in these joint com-
mittee meetings that the Army participates with the other military Services to exe-
cute the directives of the Bob Stump Act.

Among the efforts the Army has brought to bear in the fight on corrosion is the
work accomplished in Hawaii and Texas. The Hawaii corrosion program is evolving
into an Army Corrosion Center of Technology. Army prototyped its first Corrosion
Control Center (CCC) for tactical vehicles and associated equipment at Schofield
Barracks, established the Pacific Rim Corrosion Center at the University of Hawaii,
and will install a newly designed Clearwater Rinse Facility at Wheeler Army Air
Field in the coming year that could become the prototype for other Army aviation
units. Successes in the Army’s Hawaii corrosion prevention and control initiatives
led to the installation of a similar CCC at Fort Hood, Texas, and plans for expansion
to Fort Polk, Louisiana, with others to follow.

Admiral MULLEN. The Navy is aggressively supporting Mr. Wynne’s efforts as the
designated DOD Corrosion Executive and has participated in the DOD Corrosion
Working IPT to develop plans and strategies to mitigate the effects of corrosion. As
part of this working team, we assisted in the development of the DOD policy letter,
the formulation of the DOD Strategic Plan submitted to Congress last fall, and the
development of the revised DOD 5000.2. The most significant policy achievement to
date has been the DOD Corrosion Prevention and Control Guidebook, which has al-
ready been passed to our acquisition programs. Since this policy was released, sev-
eral programs such as the V-22, H-1, and MMA are already developing comprehen-
sive Corrosion Prevention and Control Plans and we anticipate continuing the intro-
duction of these plans for selected equipment. Coupled with appropriate funding
profiles and sufficient fiscal empowerment for the program manager, long-term cor-
rosion prevention will have a significant impact on life-cycle costs.

The Navy has also supported the program through information sharing. When Mr.
Wynne first announced the formation of a working team, the Navy leveraged exist-
ing Aging Aircraft efforts under the Joint Aeronautical Commanders Group (JACG).
The Joint Council on Aging Aircraft (JCAA) developed a robust program to facilitate
transition of the latest technologies and tools to the fleet, resulting in decreased
maintenance man-hours and improved readiness. A joint effort from its inception,
the corrosion team has set the example by jointly evaluating and qualifying new
products, effectively identifying cross-service/agency transition opportunities, in-
creasing the sharing/acceptance of inter-service test data and results, and reducing
the time to implement effective tools to detect, mitigate and remove corrosion. This
joint corrosion group is also leveraging existing DOD-wide, Coast Guard and indus-
try science and technology resources that are currently developing improved corro-
sion detection technology and improved protection systems.

Recent accomplishments in the battle against corrosion are encouraging, and
these changes, as well as other technologies and processes, continue to be promising
in the fight against corrosion. For instance, sustaining engineering resources enable
Reliability Centered Maintenance (RCM) evaluations to effectively tailor and inte-
grate the proposed changes into platform lifecycle support plans; upgraded data sys-
tems ensure relevant/timely information down to the component level for informed
trades; and available corrosion publications and related training enable timely
change implementation.

General MOSELEY. Yes, the Air Force is working closely with the DOD Director
of Corrosion Policy and Oversight (DCPO). An Air Force team has participated in
the DCPQO’s working forums since April 2003, led by our Air Force Corrosion Pre-
vention and Control Office, including representatives from the Air Force Research
Laboratory, Air Force Coatings Technology Integration Office, Air Force Civil Engi-
neering Support Agency, and Headquarters United States Air Force Maintenance
Management Division. This team helped develop the new DOD corrosion policy; led
the compilation and reporting of the DOD cost of corrosion maintenance; led the
writing of the DOD Corrosion Prevention and Control Planning Guidebook; and is
leading the Air Force’s current effort to propose high-value corrosion projects for fis-
cal year 2005 DOD funding.
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We are implementing the new DOD policy (OSD-AT&L memo November 2003),
which requires corrosion planning by all acquisition programs (for both equipment
and facilities). The new policy has been communicated to the Assistant Secretary
of the Air Force, Secretary of the Air Force for Acquisitions, Headquarters United
States Air Force, Air Force Program Executive Officers (PEO), and system program
managers. The DOD Corrosion Prevention and Control Planning Guidebook has
been provided to PEOs and program managers to assist them in their planning. Air
Force Instructions are already in place that require corrosion programs, covering the
entire life cycle, including design, procurement, operation, and sustainment.

General HULY. The Marine Corps is actively engaged in supporting the efforts of
the DOD Director of Corrosion Policy and Oversight through active participation in
DOD Corrosion Forums and Working Integrated Product Teams (WIPTs) that seek
opportunities to reduce corrosion, increase readiness, improve morale, and reduce
costs associated with corrosion control.

In support of the long term strategy of the DOD Corrosion Office, the Marine
Corps chairs the sub-committee on communication and outreach, whose goal is the
initiation of the DOD Corrosion Exchange Web site for the collection and dissemina-
tion of corrosion data and information.

The Marine Corps Corrosion Prevention and Control (CPAC) Program Manage-
ment Office, along with organizations at HQMC, are developing several low risk
Corrosion Control Projects using proven technologies. These projects will focus on
support for Marine Corps Ground Combat and Support Equipment located through-
out the world by detecting and treating corrosion earlier and more precisely.

We are evaluating corrosion upgrades in the following areas:

Corrosion Service Teams. Focused on providing operator level support in the bat-
tle against corrosion.

Long Term Storage. Indoor storage located near the warfighter used to store as-
sets both long-term and in a ready-to-roll mode.

On the Lot Storage. Takes advantage of current technology and outdoor storage
methods, where applicable and cost effective.

Wash Rack Upgrades. Upgrades to the old pre-established wash racks used
throughout the Marine Corps through a modernization program.

Additional funding will be requested in order to support the project plans upon
approval by DOD Corrosion Office.

The Marine Corps program has been working closely with the DOD Corrosion Ex-
change Web site by disseminating posted information to the operating forces using
links from the Marine Corps CPAC Web site. The information is constantly chang-
ing, but the site remains a user-friendly location for the dissemination of informa-
tion as intended.

The Marine Corps CPAC Program Management Office has helped to develop the
DOD Corrosion Control and Prevention Planning Guidebook. The objective is to pro-
vide acquisition program managers with a tool that provides guidance in developing
and implementing a Corrosion Prevention and Control Plan for all weapons systems.

HQMC and the Marine Corps CPAC Program focus on extending the useful life
of all Marine Corps tactical ground and ground support equipment by reducing
maintenance requirements and associated costs due to corrosion damage. Additional
funding for these efforts is desired to ensure continued operation of Corrosion Serv-
ice Teams, Equipment Storage Programs, and Wash Rack up-grades. For corrosion
ﬁghtialg efforts to be effective, continued support throughout DOD would be re-
quired.

REDUCTION OF STEAMING DAYS FOR MINE HUNTERS

61. Senator AKAKA. Admiral Mullen, I understand that while your budget request
funds an average of 51 steaming days for all ship classes, some particular ship
classes such as mine hunters had their steaming days reduced rather dramatically,
and that the Navy intends to make up any resulting training shortfalls primarily
through simulation. How did the Navy determine which ship classes would have
their more realistic training reduced?

Admiral MULLEN. Our budget funds an average of 51 deployed steaming days and
24 non-deployed steaming days per quarter for all active ships (less carriers and the
submarine force), to include mine warfare ships. Further, all Reserve ships are
budgeted for 51 deployed steaming days and 18 non-deployed steaming days per
quarter. In the fiscal year 2004 budget submission, non-deployed steaming days for
Reserve mine warfare ships was budgeted at 28 steaming days per quarter, while
all other Reserve ships were budgeted at 18 steaming days per quarter. Our current
fiscal year 2005 budget reflects the adjustment to budget Reserve mine hunter
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steaming days consistent with that of other Reserve ships and to reflect actual
steaming days being executed by the Reserve mine warfare ships.

62. Senator AKAKA. Admiral Mullen, how does simulation support for mine hunt-
ers compare to simulations for other ship classes, in terms of the number of simula-
tors fielded and the quality of the resulting training?

Admiral MULLEN. Simulation support for minehunters is provided through the
Mine Warfare Training Center, located in Ingleside, TX. The simulation support for
minehunting platforms compares equitably to other ship classes, respective to the
mission requirements and size of the ship class, and provides high quality training
ashore that enhances live training at sea.

STRAIN ON COMMAND AND CONTROL UNITS

63. Senator AKAKA. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, given the number of operating locations and current commitments, I
would expect that the strain on command and control assets is very large. I know,
too, that despite unprecedented levels of cooperation and integration in Operation
Iraqi Freedom, our forces continue to have problems with interoperability, commu-
nication on the move, and bandwidth constraints. Please characterize the current
level of stress your service is experiencing for command and control units and equip-
ment, and describe what changes you think are necessary, to include any require-
ments for additional funding, to help improve the command and control situation.

General CASEY. We thank the committee for its concern on the effects of the
worldwide deployments of Army command and control (C2) units in support of our
efforts in Southwest Asia and elsewhere supporting operations in the global war on
terrorism. We find those effects most apparent in establishing a rotation of C2 units
into Iraq and Afghanistan while complying with deployment and dwell time guide-
lines. This was made more challenging by the unprecedented numbers of C2 units
used in the successful preparation and prosecution of Operation Enduring Freedom
and Operation Iraqi Freedom. Because of the unconventional nature of the oper-
ations and the distances involved, more units were used than pre-OIF doctrine fore-
saw. This was especially true of echelons above corps and corps level area signal
battalion units in the preparation for offensive operations and the current support
and sustainment operations.

The primary effect of this has been a more intensive management of both Reserve
and active component units to ensure that dwell time on home station before rede-
p}llqyment does not break the 12-month guideline established by the Army leader-
ship.

Fortunately, two ongoing programs, 3rd Army’s theater C4 commercialization and
the Modularity efforts initiated by the Chief of Staff, will support major improve-
ments in bandwidth and joint interoperability at all levels. The C4 commercializa-
tion program will start to provide major reductions in echelons above corps and
corps level C2 units required in theater beyond OIF 3.

Theater C4 commercialization has already started fielding commercial commu-
nications equipment and contracted personnel replacing an abundance of military
provided C4 capabilities and C2 units. This effort results in a robust and interoper-
able theater backbone communications system with a greater capacity in both data
and voice communications and interconnects the division, corps, joint task force and
combatant command elements to ensure radically improved command and control
communications to OEF/OIF.

The conversion of the 3rd Infantry Division into four modular units of action (UA)
and a unit of employment (UE) will provide a tremendous C4 improvement. This
conversion into the more modular UA/UE structure is accompanied by the fielding
of major improvements of battle command equipment and higher bandwidth beyond
line of sight satellite communications down to the battalion level. This provides the
improvements in command and control and intelligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance services documented as shortfalls in OIF lessons learned.

These improvements in conjunction with continued intensive management by the
joint and Army staffs will provide the necessary means to relieve the stress the cur-
rent worldwide operating tempo has induced in Army C2 units. Adequate support
and funding of both programs are crucial to maintaining the momentum established
in transforming our Army to cope with the new demands of global war on terrorism.

Admiral MULLEN. Stress on some of our C2 systems, for example tactical data
links, is evident. We are addressing these challenges by moving to more and more
capable systems. We are phasing out capacity-limited systems such as Link 11
(TADIL-A) and moving to the much more robust Link 16 (TADIL—J). We found in
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recent operations, such as Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and Operation Iraqi
Freedom (OIF), that the size of area involved in the conflict and the dispersion of
forces has created challenges in delivering the operational data to all the locations
that need the information. These shortfalls have been identified by the Combatant
Commanders and returning forces and we are moving rapidly to correct the defi-
ciencies. One interim solution that produces significant capability is the NAVEUR
Theater Maritime Fusion Center to provide 24/7 fusion of all Tactical Data Link and
Common Operational Picture (COP) information. This Fusion Center bridges several
seams: between Carrier Strike Groups (CSGs) and other forces, between fleet and
shore, and between the Tactical Data Links and the COP systems.

During OIF, available SATCOM bandwidth in all bands was insufficient to meet
demand in the forward theaters of EUCOM, CENTCOM and PACOM. This strain
affected data communications; Tomahawk Land-Attack Missile (TLAM) operations;
intelligence and strike planning; and voice communications in all areas, as affected
bands included SHF (Defense Satellite Communications System (DSCS) and com-
mercial); Extremely High Frequency (EHF) (both Low Data Rate and Medium Data
Rate) Ultra-High Frequency (UHF); and commercial narrowband (INMARSAT).
Close cooperation among the forward theaters resulted in a worldwide reallocation
among all bands sufficient to meet the minimum requirements. This shortfall is
being addressed by greater capacity systems such as the Wideband Gapfiller Sat-
ellite (WGS), the Multi-User Objective System (MUOS) and the planned Trans-
formational Communications Architecture (TCA) SATCOM Roadmap. Navy must
continue to field upgrades afloat to take advantage of this, especially for smaller
vessels that provide Sea Strike capabilities in CSG/Expeditionary Strike Groups
(ESGs). Ashore, we will take advantage of the Defense Information Systems Agency
(DISA) Global Information Grid (GIG) to provide better bandwidth using improved
fiber optic paths, as well as taking advantage of economies of scale.

As we move to a more joint, networked force the requirement to execute timely
command and control of forces continues to increase. Additionally, in our continuing
efforts to avoid blue-on-blue engagements of not only our own forces, but those of
our Allied and Coalition partners, the ability to maintain continuous situational
awareness has become more and more challenging. The requirement remains for a
coherent global coalition C4 architecture with ease of information transfer and capa-
bility to establish new networks seamlessly as operations dictate. There needs to be
a streamlined strategy for releasing information to allies and coalition partners as
well as resources devoted to technically achieving this result.

Warfighters use a variety of systems to develop and maintain situational aware-
ness, but there is no single integrated common operational picture. This requires op-
erators to be adept on multiple systems and results in operator information overload
as they work to mentally integrate the various pictures while executing multiple
functions. Many of our curret systems were not designed to handle the amount of
data that is currently required to achieve true network centric operations. Although
we have made progress in increasing data throughput on the larger ships typically
used by at-sea commanders (CVNs, LHAs, LHDs, and LCCs), smaller escorting and
supporting ships continue to have very limited capability. Available funding and the
budget process limit the speed at which we are able to provide new technology to
improve this capability.

Current overall funding in the President’s budget is adequate to meet current pro-
gram goals. There are, of course, areas where additional funds would accelerate
completion or enhancement of C2 system capabilities. For instance, there are cur-
rently shortfalls in shore pier and training infrastructure that prevent full utiliza-
tion of synthetic training capabilities. Completion and modernization of this infra-
structure is necessary to allow the most efficient utilization of C2 bandwidth and
to train effectively while maximizing available resources as was recently dem-
onstrated by the Multi-Battle Group Inport Exercise (MBGIE) that linked together
three CSGs from both coasts. The Navy is also migrating from its service-unique
global communications architecture to fully use the GIG and DOD teleports. This
effort, both complex and expensive, is essential to ensuring efficient, high capacity
joint interoperability. Simultaneously, as the transformation to Internet Protocol
(IP) routed networks occurs, the Navy needs the tools to monitor and operate its
networks to ensure efficient, reliable command and control at sea.

General MOSELEY. Our Theater Air Control System (TACS) elements, the Air Op-
erations Center (AOC), Airborne Warning And Control System (AWACS), Joint Sur-
veillance Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS), Control and Reporting Centers
(CRC), Air Support Operations Centers (ASOC) and Tactical Air Control Parties
(TACP) remain engaged in operations abroad and at home, The AOC, CRC, ASOC/
TACP, and JSTARS are key Command and Control (C2) Battle management nodes
in Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom, AWACS, CRCs, and
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our Air Defense Sectors are engaged in homeland defense missions such as ONE,
AWACS, and JSTARS simultaneously support operations while in Global Military
Force Policy Reconstitution. Reconstitution will help build a sustainable AWACS
and JSTARS force. The approach to AOC as a Weapon System will equally enhance
stability for operational level C2 warfighters. Efforts to standardize Joint Terminal
Attack Controller equipment, training, tactics, and procedures will benefit Close Air
Support C2, The recent force structure improvements to the CRC, including the ad-
dition of a third crew per weapon system will stabilize this ground based radar sys-
tem. The stressors are unique to each C2 weapon system and there is no single solu-
tion; however, manpower is a common thread that needs to be addressed. Some po-
sitions need to be validated, funded, and filled, while others simply need time to re-
constitute. Focusing on C2 system manpower will allow us to sustain today’s oper-
ations as well as prepare for the next fight.

Interoperability and integration, communication on the move, and bandwidth are
certainly key elements of successful employment of our TACS in planning and exe-
cuting operations. Voice and digital connectivity are required to vertically and hori-
zontally integrate with each other, attack and support assets, as well as with our
sister Services. Our forces continue to overcome challenges with communications
and interoperability, and bandwidth constraints by participating in Joint, Service,
and coalition programs such as the Family of Interoperable Operational Pictures.
C2-enabling capability initiatives are underway which employ joint-level standards,
including Configuration Management and implementation coordinating committees
as well as the endeavor to fully implement Link-16. In addition we are working
closely with the Army on the development and fielding of the Joint Tactical Radio
System and the Joint Blue Force Situational Awareness (JBFSA), an initiative to
standardize flow of blue force data amongst Service C2 systems to assist in the pre-
vention of fratricide. The Joint Forces Command sponsored Joint Battle Manage-
ment C2 Roadmap is designed to harmonize requirements and acquisition activities
among the Services and will help create an integrated, interoperable, sustainable C2
weapons system supportable at all levels of planning and execution. Funding initia-
tives such as these will improve machine-to-machine interfaces required for timely
and accurate prosecution of operations.

General HULY. The Marine Corps continues to maintain a high state of readiness
for communications assets currently employed supporting Operations Iraqi Freedom
(OIF) and Enduring Freedom (OEF). This high level of readiness is attributed to
disciplined and aggressive maintenance procedures as well as timely rotation of
principle end items. The current operational environment continues to redefine the
way we have traditionally employed communications across the battlefield. Today
there is a much larger requirement to push data, and video capability down to lower
tactical echelons of the Marine Air Ground Task Force.

The challenge we have today is to continue to support the increasing communica-
tion requirements with the current table of equipment. Operational requirements
dictate that additional bandwidth be available at the lowest tactical levels to sup-
port enhanced ability to share situational awareness. Old tables of equipment do not
support a ‘digital battlefield.” Increased bandwidth communications requirements at
lower echelons coupled with the requirement to sustain a dispersed force across a
large area of responsibility and the need to track all entities (to include combat
service support elements) across the battlefield has stretched our current inventory
of equipment. Additionally, requirements to provide communications assets to Mili-
tary and Police Assistance Teams to train Iraqi Forces has exacerbated this chal-
lenge. Current operational tasking outpaces our table of equipment for many high
demand command and control items. This creates challenges to support home-sta-
tion pre-deployment training as well as other contingencies.

Efforts are underway to converge Army and Marine Corps friendly force tracking
capabilities that will provide over-the-horizon/on-the-move capability while improv-
ing information exchange between the Services and coalition forces at the lowest
level. We have approved and are executing a plan to develop a single capability
among the services that includes both hardware and software solutions. Based on
efforts to date, significant enhancements have already been realized; but much re-
mains to be done in this area to extend this capability to joint and coalition part-
ners. The goal for completion of this effort is fiscal year 2007. We have also made
significant strides in increasing the density of Blue Force Situational Awareness de-
vices on the battlefield. Recent analysis indicated that our initial acquisition objec-
tive of 4,500 devices was insufficient. We have determined that we need to procure
14,500 devices that will allow us to field such a capability to every command and
control platform in the Marine Corps and up to 40 percent of all other vehicle as-
sets. Finally, our Communication-On-The-Move-Network-Digital-Over-The-Horizon-



113

Relay initiative will provide the radio transmission capability required to bridge be-
tween echelons beyond line of site.

We are addressing many of these increased command and control requirements
by ‘cross-leveling’ equipment between forces returning from OIF and forces prepar-
ing to deploy to OIF. This practice ensures that forces deploying can meet the com-
mand and control requirements in theater but creates shortfalls at home station for
training.

To satisfy demands for bandwidth we contract for commercial services. We are
concerned with the increasing costs associated with sustaining the commercial com-
munication equipment and services to support OIF and OEF. To date, the
sustainment of these commercial initiatives have almost exclusively been funded via
annual supplemental appropriations.

The fiscal year 2005 supplemental and cross leveling efforts will help alleviate
some of the stress on our command and control assets in the near term. We are ex-
amining additional ways to alleviate some of the strain on command and control as-
sets while ensuring sufficient assets to train with at home station.

UNIT MANNING POLICY

64. Senator AKAKA. General Casey, I want to applaud the Army for the depth and
magnitude of the changes you are making to try to change your force to be better
suited to current needs. One of the Chief of Staff’s key initiatives in that regard is
unit manning, or the plan to stabilize personnel in a given unit for an entire 3 year
assignment. As I understand it, one of the primary rationales for unit manning is
that it will improve cohesion, which in turn will presumably improve performance.
I have a couple of questions about the logic behind this plan. Can you explain to
me exactly what the problem is that unit manning is trying to solve and how you
know that you have 1t? If it is a lack of cohesion, and therefore performance, are
there instances you can point to where additional cohesion would have helped?

General CASEY. Senator, unit focused stabilization (formerly referred to as unit
manning), is directed at making more capable and combat-ready forces that are
agile and deployable in support of an expeditionary Army at war. In light of this
guidance, unit focused stabilization, and more specifically lifecycle manning, is de-
signed to focus all personnel turbulence of a brigade-sized unit to a focused two-
month window, called the reset phase. The unit then trains to build from individual
through full collective capability in a training phase. Finally, the unit is validated
or certified at its collective capability and enters the ready phase (approximately 30
months in length). While in this phase, the unit continues to build capabilities
through accretive training events. Unlike units manned under the individual re-
placement system of today, the unit is more agile and maintains continuity of per-
sonnel through deployments. Because the entire team has remained together
through the entire training phase, each soldier knows his or her part in the mission.
The unit can deploy and immediately enter the fight if necessary. The unit of today
cannot make that claim. In any given year, approximately 30 percent of the unit
“turns over” through normal assignments and separations. A 2000 Rand study re-
viewed three units, that when notified for deployment, had to exchange up to 40
percent of their assigned unit personnel as these soldiers did not meet peacetime
deployability criteria. Each of these units then had to integrate and train these new
soldiers to form a unit prior to deployment. Similarly, when the 3rd Infantry Divi-
sion (3ID) deployed for Iraq, the Army had to first institute Stop Loss/Stop Move
in order to keep the majority of the soldiers with their units, but still approximately
30 percent of the soldiers had less than 1 year with their unit and had not been
fully trained as a member of the unit. Fortunately, units of 3ID had a number of
months to train at team, squad, platoon, and company level in the desert while
awaiting initiation of combat. Unit Focused Stability—lifecycle manning reduces or
eliminates the need for Stop Loss/Stop Move as the unit and all assigned soldiers
are on a common timeline synchronized to the operational cycle of the unit. The
team that trains together, deploys together and fights together eliminating going to
war with a “pick-up team” and the need/requirement to spend months training
while in a forward location awaiting the order to fight. Cohesion is many things to
many people, and a number of studies have shown a positive correlation between
certain types of cohesion and performance. Cohesion, while important, is not the
final goal—agile, combat-ready formations that maintain their continuity during de-
ployments are.

65. Senator AKAKA. General Casey, can you explain why some units like the 82nd
Airborne or the 101st Screaming Eagles are able to achieve greater cohesion under
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an individual replacement system, and why you can’t use the same methodology to
increase cohesion in other units without going through the turmoil of implementing
a unit manning system?

General CASEY. The units mentioned certainly have very high esprit-de-corps, but
cohesion as a term is too ambiguous in this context. Units can be filled with highly
motivated, vocal, aggressive individuals who enjoy being together both militarily
and socially yet not have trained to the requisite collective capability to accomplish
their mission and return. These same units realize approximately 30 percent per-
sonnel turbulence annually driven by a combination of factors including enlistment
contracts, reenlistment rates, global presence and overseas tour lengths, and pro-
motion timing. In order for a unit to support an expeditionary Army at war, the unit
must be fully trained at its wartime mission. Soldiers trained to a “razor’s edge”
have the best chance of completing their mission with the fewest casualties. When
soldiers are continuously entering and leaving the unit, building and sustaining the
highest levels of collective capability is difficult or impossible. The unit must contin-
ually start each major training cycle with the basics to fully integrate the newest
members, whether new to the unit or new to their position within the unit.

Task cohesion, specifically the alignment of all members of the team towards at-
tainment of a collective goal, is the most important form of cohesion for a military
unit. Numerous studies have indicated a positive correlation between task cohesion
and performance. In addition, many studies have shown that successful performance
increases cohesion, which can lead to a positive feedback loop in which increased
cohesion improves performance, which increases cohesion, etc. It is next to impos-
sible to reap the benefits from this feedback loop when 30 percent of the unit is con-
tinually new and did not attend the last successful training events or missions.
Shared experiences, trials, and tribulations, which were overcome as a team lead
to effective units and also build cohesive units.

DEFENSE READINESS REPORTING SYSTEM

66. Senator AKAKA. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) has highlighted the impor-
tance of the Defense Readiness Reporting System (DRRS) as a vast improvement
over the way current readiness reporting is conducted. I wanted to get each of your
views on how this program is moving ahead and the benefits it offers, but I also
wanted to get a commitment from each of you that you will ensure your Service is
doing all that it can to share access to data and information to ensure that DRRS
will be a success. What do each of you see as the primary benefits of DRRS and
will you make sure your Service is doing all that it can to support it?

General CASEY. The primary benefit of DRRS, as it is currently envisioned, will
be rapid integration of readiness data into war gaming and scenario analysis. The
Army is the lead Service in support of the OSD effort to develop the DRRS and will
continue to provide access to required information. We are beginning with personnel
information and expect a demonstration of DRRS initial operational capability by
September 2004. OSD expects to achieve full operational capability in fiscal year
2007, and the Army will continue to support that goal.

Admiral MULLEN. Navy is working closely with OSD personnel and readiness
(P&R) and has already created a working prototype called DRRS-N, building on the
new Navy Training Information Management System (NTIMS) which translates
fleet training data into mission-oriented capabilities. DRRS-N is a capability based
readiness system that captures and aggregates all Navy readiness data for direct
use by Navy leaders and DRRS. Navy is openly sharing the data and information
necessary to support the overall OSD (P&R) DRR effort. The greatest benefit of
DRRS-N is its ability to provide usable readiness information in near-real time vice
the time-late, platform-centric data that is currently collected. As a result, DRRS—
N and DRRS will improve the quality and more accurately reflect the true current
readiness of naval forces worldwide for the benefit of all levels of leadership, from
unit commanders through senior staff members.

General MoOseLEY. The Headquarters, United States Air Force staff is working
closely with OSD to ensure DRRS is a success for both the DOD. and the Air Force.
DRRS initiates a significant change in readiness reporting which shifts the empha-
sis away from simply counting resources. With DRRS, we’ll evaluate our units’ abil-
ity to execute their warfighting tasks and also assess the capabilities needed to pro-
vide the desired effect in the battlespace. DRRS’ primary benefit is in answering the
question, “ready for what?” With any new system of this magnitude, we can antici-
pate some bumps in the road, but we've already taken several steps to support the
DRRS construct. We formed a team to review and update the mission essential
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tasks we perform in support of the National Military Strategy. We also have an-
other team focusing on the inter-related databases and systems architectures re-
quired for future readiness reporting and force management. Recently, we issued an
Information/Data Management Strategy that sets the path to achieve the objectives
of the Department of Defense, Netcentric Data Strategy. One of the tenets of the
strategy is to enable the sharing/reuse of data to support improved readiness report-
ing. We are currently in discussion with OSD to facilitate access to our personnel
system, the Military Personnel Data System (MILPDS), and will later move to logis-
tics and other data. We look forward to continuing support to DRRS to dramatically
improve readiness reporting.

General HuLY. DRRS will enable every unit commander to report his unit train-
ing objectives in a very candid and open manner. His objectives can then be re-
viewed by all authorized users of the system. Deficiencies can be expressed in terms
of personnel, equipment, or time required to train, which should refine our resource
allocation processes. The prime benefit of the DRRS system will be the recognition
of our perpetual commitment to warfighting excellence as exhibited by our com-
prehensive training programs coupled with the presentation of our fiscal require-
ments to sustain them. The Marine Corps is committed to working with the Joint
Staff and OSD to harness the technology required to implement this decision sup-
port tool as an initial first step toward a truly net-centric world.

FUNDING OF ONGOING OPERATIONS

67. Senator AKAKA. General Casey, the committee has heard a lot of testimony
in the last month on the amount of funding the Services have to continue funding
ongoing operations for the rest of the fiscal year. I want to ask you a couple of ques-
tions about this. For fiscal year 2004, Secretary Brownlee testified last week that
he had a commitment from OSD that they will provide additional funds to the Army
to get them through the remainder of this fiscal year. Are you aware of this commit-
ment? If so, how much money do you expect that the Army will need, and what is
your understanding of where the funds will come from?

General CASEY. The OSD is committed to supporting the combatant commander.
As the Army is shouldering most of the burden for fighting the war on terror, I
would expect that OSD will provide some additional funding, but I don’t how much
they have the ability to provide.

Over the next 6 or 8 weeks, we will conduct mid-year reviews with all of our com-
mands to determine the size of any shortfalls we have. We will prioritize the short-
falls and do some reallocation among commands to fund everything we can. After
we get this consolidated picture, we will meet with OSD to conduct a similar review
at the Service level. As far as the source of funding, assuming that there is no addi-
tional funding coming into the Department of Defense (DOD), OSD would have to
use some of Secretary’s reprogramming authority and reallocate funding within
DOD.

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FUNDING

68. Senator AKAKA. General Casey, for next fiscal year, by my calculations, if the
Army’s current budget request is approved unchanged, you will have $26 billion in
operation and maintenance (O&M) funding. If spending continues at about the cur-
rent rate, the Army should have completely exhausted its O&M dollars within 6
months, or by the end of March a year from now. In your judgment, how long can
the Army wait for a supplemental before you start either increasing the size of the
eventual bill and/or cutting into other programs in a harmful way?

General CASEY. If our fiscal year 2005 bum rate were similar to fiscal year 2004,
we would exhaust our O&M base budget in March 2005. I do not know the extent
to which a late supplemental will increase the eventual bill, but it would have some
effect on readiness and other programs. From the beginning of the year, we will be
forced to borrow from base programs to fund global war on terrorism. If the Sec-
retary of Defense has sufficient temporary authorities to support the temporary re-
distribution of funds across the Department of Defense, we may be able to support
the global war on terrorism without irreparably harming our base programs and
with repayment on receipt of a supplemental.

69. Senator AKARA. General Huly, the Marine Corps’ O&M budget is only $3.6
billion. If costs in Iraq remain high, this does not give you much flexibility to “cash
flow” to support your deployed forces. How long do you expect your fiscal year 2005
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budget, if approved at the requested level, could support Marine Corps operations
at current spending rates?

General HULY. Based on the $25 billion supplemental, funds should be more than
adequate for the first 5 months of fiscal year 2005. We will submit a supplemental
request in February 2005 to cover the remainder of the fiscal year. We do not antici-
pate any problems supporting our deployed troops.

NATIONAL GUARD TRAINING

70. Senator AKAKA. General Casey, we share what I am sure is great pride in our
National Guard and the great things they are doing for our country. I have some
concern, however, about how they are trained for deployments. I know that some
of the brigades that were recently deployed to Iraq were trained by active compo-
nent division headquarters and their subordinate training support brigades. How-
ever, some of the Guard units have expressed concern that they have not had suffi-
cient ownership of their training, which seems odd given that many of them have
equal or greater amounts of experience than their active duty counterparts. Is the
Army aware of this problem, and are you taking steps to ensure that the enhanced
brigades that have recently been activated will have responsibility for their training
that is commensurate with their experience?

General CASEY. The training division of the Army Directorate of the National
Guard Bureau addressed a similar question in January 2004 in an information
paper. The enclosed paper states that U.S. Army Forces Command (FORSCOM)
Regulation 500-3-1, paragraph 3.1.6 states the continental United States Army
(CONUSA) exercises operational command over active component installations for
mobilization, deployment training, and execution. The CONUSA commander has
command from the date of mobilization until arrival at the power projection plat-
form/power support platform (PPP/PSP). While the regulation states the CONUSA
has operational command, it is Army policy and is clearly stated in Field Manual
(FM) 7-1. The unit commander is responsible for the wartime readiness of all ele-
ments in the formation. The commander is, therefore, the primary trainer of the or-
ganization. . .” The problem of training ownership and training validation contin-
ues to vex leaders. With cooperation and understanding, Reserve and active compo-
nent commanders can solve their training ownership problems.
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INFORMATION PAPER .
NGB-ART-C
5 April 2004

SUBJECT: Active Component Evaluation of ARNG Units Upon Mobilization

1. Purpose. To provide information about Active Component command evaluation of
ARNG units upon mobilization and its use of Training Support Brigades (TSB) in that
process. i

2. Facts.

a. Forces Command (FORSCOM) Regulation (FORMDEPS) 500-3-1, para 3.1.6
states the Continental US Army (CONUSA) exercises operational command over active
component installations for mobilization, deployment training and execution. The
CONUSA commander has command from the date of mobilization until arrival at the
Power Projection Platform/Power Support Platform (PPP/PSP). Command may be
exercised through the State Joint Forces Headquarters if the State Joint Forces
Command has been mobilized or federalized. FORMDEPS further states that the
PPP/PSP will, receive, house, support, redistribute resources, train and validate units
for deployment.

b. The PPP/PSP installation commander, which can be an Installation Management
Agency (IMA) Colonel, assumes command of ARNG units upon mobilization while
ARNG United States Army Reserve General Officer Commands (GOCOMSs) are
validated by the CONUSA commander.

c. Validation is a command function. Validation is a process requiring the
assessment of many areas to include training. Validation ensures a unit not meeting
the minimum deployability criteria isn't deployed without the approval of the supported
Combatant Commander.

d. Validation of training status and mission capability is based upon recent unit
status reports, annual training performance, and evaluation by the TSB, Readiness
Group and other qualified personnel. The above information means that once mobilized,
ARNG units come under the command of an appropriate active component
officer/commander. The responsible officer/commander uses the TSB and its
subordinate battalions (TSBns) to ensure training readiness is monitored, measured,
and a minimum required capability is achieved.

e, The above facts do not minimize the responsibility or authority of unit
commanders. In accordance with FM 7-0, para 1-31: “The unit commander is
responsible for the wartime readiness of all elements in the formation, The commander
is, therefore, the primary trainer of the organization..." Furthermore, [AW para 2-2,
“Commanders are responsible for the training and performance of their soldiers and
units.” It is the unit commander who leads soldiers in a hostile theater.

ACTION OFFICER: LTC Ernest Audino/607-7311
APPROVED BY: LTG Roger C. Schultz/ 607-7000
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OPERATIONAL COMMITMENTS

71. Senator AKAKA. General Casey and General Huly, the level of operational
commitments for Army and Marine forces is incredibly high right now. I know that
your Services will do whatever it takes to meet the national needs, but I want to
get a better sense for the level of stress your units are facing. How would you char-
acterize the current level of stress, and how does it compare, in your experience,
to past levels of commitment? More specifically, how many major units do you have
that are reporting readiness levels of C-3 or below, and how long do you expect
these levels to persist?

General CASEY. The Army has no major deployed units reporting C-3 or less as
of March 15, 2004. The Army priority remains winning the global war on terrorism
while posturing to meet the requirements of the National Defense Strategy. Our sol-
diers are combat experienced, better trained, more capable, and better equipped now
than at any other time in history, and our major combat units will remain ready
to execute future contingency operations. The Army is entering one of the most de-
manding periods in its history, but the coming months will also offer unique oppor-
tunities to regenerate combat power while increasing the capabilities of Army units.
The combination of reconstitution and supplemental funding will allow us to reset
returning units and add additional combat brigades through modularity, while en-
suring units remain capable and ready. The Army goal is to reconstitute Active
units within 6 months or less of their return to home station. Reserve component
units will likely require 6 to 12 months after their equipment arrives at home sta-
tion to attain pre-deployment readiness levels. In order to meet this goal, the Army
established C-3 as the minimum readiness goal for redeploying units to help mini-
mize the time required for units to achieve C-1 readiness levels and capabilities.
The Army also initiated a new policy requiring commanders of deployed units to as-
sess and forecast their readiness levels over the estimated redeployment timeframe
as part of the monthly-deployed unit status report. Additionally, the Army estab-
lished the Reset Task Force, a post Operation Iraqi Freedom/Operation Enduring
Freedom (OIF/OEF) reconstitution/reset effort designed to: (1) continue support to
combatant commanders; (2) return redeployed forces to pre-employment readiness
levels while continuing transformation; (3) reestablish and restructure Army pre-po-
sitioned stocks to support rapid deployments around the world; and (4) integrate
reset procedures into transformation, reorganization, modernization, and recapital-
ization efforts to posture the Army for future operations. The Army has done the
necessary planning, applied available funding, and is executing reset activities with
priority going to units redeployed from current missions and preparing for future
contingency plans. The end-state will be a trained, well equipped, capable, and bat-
tle tested force resourced to successfully prosecute the global war on terrorism, build
additional combat force structure, and posture the Army for future requirements.

General HULY. The Marine Corps is being stretched in ways planners never an-
ticipated. We have marines in Iraq, with more on the way, Afghanistan, Haiti, Afri-
ca as well as those marines stationed in Japan. While our marines are keeping their
chins up, the strain is showing on people and equipment alike. Marines are being
ordered to accelerate deployments to Iraq and discussions continue on whether to
extend those already there. Seventeen percent of our Active Forces are reporting de-
graded readiness with 54 percent of these units reporting equipment as the
degrader. Despite our efforts, it is anticipated that these levels will persist, or even
increase, as long as substantial force commitments to OIF/OEF persist.

AREAS OF STRAIN AND COMMITMENT LEVELS

72. Senator AKAKA. General Casey and General Huly, what is your Service’s par-
ticula;" areas of strain, and what, if anything, can be done to alleviate those con-
cerns?

General CASEY. Today our Army is executing operations in defense of the home-
land (Operation Noble Eagle), stability and support operations in the Balkans (Sta-
bilization Force/Kosovo Force), peacekeeping in the Sinai as part of the Multi-
national Force and Observers (MFO) and combat operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan (Operations Iraqi Freedom/Enduring Freedom) (OIF/OEF). We are also forward
stationed in Korea and elsewhere. Approximately two-thirds of our active and Re-
serve combat formations were deployed in fiscal year 2003 and will be deployed in
fiscal year 2004. To mitigate risk, the Army is embarking on a series of initiatives.

An essential initiative is resetting forces returning from OIF and OEF to a stand-
ard higher than before their deployment. Introduction of new technologies for battle
command and new concepts and designs for modularized capabilities are examples
of these improvements. Another initiative establishes force stabilization measures to
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reduce turbulence for soldiers, units, and their families. Predictability of rotations,
to include the essential training and exercise periods that prepare units for combat
deployments and operations, is an important measure to reduce stress and other
force management risks.

The Army is internally rebalancing active and Reserve component forces to better
posture our existing force structure to meet global commitments. One example of a
near-term measure taken by the Army is the formation of 18 provisional military
police comies in the Army National Guard using field artillery formations that were
not stressed. Between fiscal years 2004—2009 the Army is converting approximately
30,000 spaces of cold war structure to capabilities needed for homeland defense and
the global war on terrorism (civil affairs, military police, psychological operations,
other Special Operations Forces, etc.).

The Army has also begun to increase the number of available combat brigades
through modular reorganization. Newly restructured, trained and equipped forces
provide campaign quality capabilities that are responsive and agile for both rapid
deployment and sustained full-spectrum combat operations. This increase in avail-
able brigades allows the Army to improve strategic flexibility, sustain a predictable
rotation cycle and permit the Reserve component to reset. To facilitate this end-
state, the Army has been authorized to increase temporarily its level of manning.
These measures will mitigate risk and ultimately provide increased capability to
combatant commanders.

General HULY. The Marine Corps’ particular areas of concern with regard to
strain on the force are personnel and equipment. As a result of the current oper-
ational demands associated with the global war on terrorism, Marine Corps units
are rotating at a higher rate. The Marine Corps tries to maintain a 1:3 deployment
ratio for active component marines. This means for every one day deployed a Marine
is not deployed for 3 days. This ratio has proven historically sustainable with no
undue stress on the force. We are currently at a 1:1 unit deployment ratio. We are
concerned about the effect that an increase in deployment tempo may have on reten-
tion rates. As of 2 April 2004, the Marine Corps had 2,270 active component and
1,963 Reserve component marines who have exceeded the 400 out of the preceding
730 days deployment tempo threshold (less than a 1:1 ratio). 43,948 active compo-
nent and 16,644 Reserve component marines have exceeded 180 days of deployment
tempo (less than a 1:3 ratio). The degree to which the number of marines with less
than a 1:3 deployment ratio will increase will depend on the duration of the increase
in deployment tempo. Inasmuch as possible, the Marine Corps is striving to main-
tain normal personnel assignment policies. For Operation Iraqi Freedom II we will
mitigate deployment tempo by limiting the requirement for a 14 month presence to
only those marines serving in the I MEF command element. Marine units support-
ing I MEF will rotate on 7-month deployments, which is more in line with our nor-
mal deployment rotation periods.

Regarding the strain on equipment, we are using our equipment at a much higher
tempo for sustained periods in combat conditions. It will take time to return the
Maritime Prepositioning Force program to pre-Operation Iraqi Freedom employment
capability, and the use of Maritime Prepositioning Squadron assets in support of
Operation Iraqi Freedom II may extend reconstitution. One squadron is essentially
complete and ready to respond to any contingency. Several ships in the other two
squadrons had completed reconstitution, but those ships have since been used to
support the Marine forces deploying for Operation Iraqi Freedom II. The current
schedule has one Maritime Prepositioning Squadron completing its scheduled main-
tenance cycle in April 2005, and the second squadron concluding its scheduled main-
tenance cycle in April 2006. The time it will take until we have all three squadrons
fully overhauled will be a function of additional equipment requirements in support
of Operation Iraqi Freedom II, Corps-wide equipment readiness, and the condition
of the equipment that returns from Operation Iraqi Freedom II. In any case, recon-
stitution of our forces and Maritime Prepositioning Squadrons will be a challenge
for at least a couple more years.

73. Senator AKAKA. General Casey and General Huly, how do current commit-
ment levels affect your Service’s ability to respond both to any possible additional
contingencies, for instance in Venezuela, or to meet additional requests for forces
coming out of Operations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom?

General CASEY. The Army retains the ability to respond to contingencies and cri-
sis around the world by maintaining a Brigade-size element that can respond on
short notice. In addition, the Army remains strategically postured, and can meet the
operational needs of joint force commanders, and the force management challenges
for operations in Iraq and Afghanistan.
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General HuLY. The Marine Corps, as directed by Commander, U.S. Joint Forces
Command, maintains a rapidly deployable force called the Air Contingency MAGTF
(ACM). The ACM is home-stationed in Camp Lejeune, NC and is currently deployed
to Haiti conducting Peacekeeping Operations. The target date for transition and
Transfer of Authority from the current Multi-National Interim Force Haiti (MIFH)
to a U.N. led coalition was late June 2004. Impact on ongoing Operations such as
Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom will be minimal as long as the transition is
accomplished in accordance with the published timelines. Once the ACM is rede-
ployed from Haiti and reconstituted in Camp Lejuene the ACM will be ready to re-
spond to any regional contingencies such as a potential crisis in Venezuela.

74. Senator AKAKA. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, General Jones testified before the Senate Armed Services Committee last
week that European Command has done extensive cost analyses of any upgrades
that might be needed to ranges in Eastern Europe and Africa as DOD moves to im-
plement its new overseas presence policy. Have any of your Services participated in
those cost analyses? If so, what is your understanding of the costs associated with
expanding the areas where forces will train in European Command and when do
you expect to request those funds?

General CASEY. The U.S. Army, Europe (USAREUR) staff has participated in the
assessments of range capabilities at Eastern European sites proposed for U.S. use
by European Command. Specific range upgrade requirements have not yet been
identified; however, the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff, G-3, is ready to address
these as USAREUR establishes them. The G-3 staff also meets formally with the
major Army commands on a semi-annual basis to review all Army range issues and
requirements. As a contingency, we will provide USAREUR with a supplemental
range package of portable targetry and range support equipment in fiscal year 2004.
This package will permit USAREUR to begin to rapidly improve Eastern European
ranges when they are identified and when appropriate approval for their use is
granted. The Grafenwoehr and Hohenfels Major Training Areas (GTA/HTA) in Ger-
many, remain central to the Army’s training range capabilities for both permanent
and rotational forces stationed in Europe. We will continue to improve GTA and
HTA to provide the range capability required of our Future Force, as well as our
joint partners.

Admiral MULLEN. The Navy is exploring the possibility of improving select infra-
structure on some foreign ranges in North Africa and Eastern Europe, but no cost
analysis has been performed at this time. Any required funds will be included in
future years budget requests.

General MOSELEY. In order to take advantage of potential savings of the United
States Air Forces in Europe, the Integrated Global Presence and Basing Strategy
initiative as defined in the Strategic Planning Guidance, “Shape Force Posture,”
there will need to be some improvements to an existing range and the creation of
a new range with advanced electronic capabilities. The United States Air Forces in
Europe has participated in these costs analyses. The improved and new European
ranges would obviate the necessity for expensive Weapons Training Deployments to
the Continental United States. If the necessary upgrades are made and additional
range areas created, the considerable yearly savings will offset the costs associated
with this initiative. Since this initiative is listed in the Strategic Planning Guidance,
it is scheduled to be part of the fiscal year 2006—fiscal year 2011 Program Objective
Memorandum submissions. Savings will be realized. Therefore, commensurate re-
quests for these range additions will be forthcoming.

General HuLy. The Marine Corps has not participated in any cost analyses relat-
ing to Ranges/Training areas in Eastern Europe and Africa.

AMMUNITION PRODUCTION

75. Senator AKAKA. General Casey, the Army continues to face severe shortfalls
in ammunition. I understand that you are looking at this problem and possible solu-
tions, although it seems apparent that the Army will not be able to afford to make
any serious progress on this issue for some time in the future. General Schoomaker
also testified that the Army is considering adding additional production capacity to
help increase the rate at which ammunition can be bought. What is the total
amount of the ammunition shortfall and how does the Army expect to address it?
What is the Army’s plan to increase ammunition production?

General CASEY. The current requirement for small arms ammunition has five
parts: (1) training; (2) war reserve; (3) current operations in Iraq and Afghanistan;
(4) support to other Services under the single manager for conventional ammunition
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program; and (5) testing. Annual requirements have ramped up from 1.1 billion
rounds in fiscal year 2004 to 1.74 billion rounds annually through fiscal year 2009.
The current serviceable inventory is approximately 1.1 billion rounds (which is
spread among stateside depots and worldwide Army prepositioned stockpiles). How-
ever,fiﬁlis inventory is being depleted at a higher rate than we are currently able
to refill it.

The Army’s sole production facility for small arms ammunition is Lake City Army
Ammunition Plant, Independence, Missouri. Under the current contact, the operat-
ing contractor, ATK-Alliant Techsystems, has the capacity to produce at the rate of
1.2 billion rounds annually. Our first step in taking care of the shortfall has been
to fully fund Lake City to produce at capacity. While Lake City is ramping up pro-
duction, the Army has awarded contracts to two commercial vendors for 140 million
rounds to support the training base. We are working toward long-term goals of in-
creasing the capacity of Lake City to produce 1.5 billion rounds annually and estab-
lish commercial sources for an additional 300—500 million rounds per year.

READINESS CONCERNS

76. Senator AKAKA. General Casey, Admiral Mullen, General Moseley, and Gen-
eral Huly, would each of you please tell me your primary readiness concerns for the
coming year?

General CASEY. The Army provided to Congress its fiscal year 2005 shortfalls on
March 23, 2004. This list laid out our readiness concerns: vehicle bolt-on ballistic
armor, modularity, reset the force, replacement of combat-battle loss equipment, up-
armored HMMWVs, and military construction. In addition, the Army will be reset-
ting units from Operations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom, transforming bri-
gades into modular units of action, and preparing units for deployment to continu-
ing operations. Congressional support in the form of adds and supplemental funding
will address these concerns.

Admiral MULLEN. We have submitted what I would characterize as a “lean” budg-
et request, judiciously balancing current readiness needs with future readiness in-
vestments. I believe we have trimmed all of the “fat” from our readiness accounts,
and that these accounts ar resourced to deliver the required readiness levels. I con-
sider the risks we’ve taken to be well thought out and executable, but any additional
reductions to these accounts would, in my mind, put readiness at some new, higher
and unacceptable level of risk.

More immediately, the challenges I discussed during my verbal testimony remain.
These include the capacity of the public ship repair industrial base, fatigue life
issues for our EA-6B and P-3 aircraft, our stockpiles of precision-guided munitions,
and encroachment on our training areas.

General MOSELEY. The Air Force’s primary readiness concerns are Operations
Tempo (OPTEMPO) and aging weapon systems. The increased OPTEMPO, particu-
larly during the past year, had impacts on Air Force readiness, particularly among
low density/high demand (LD/HD) assets, as units experienced training and equip-
ment/supply strains. Training levels were impacted as deployed personnel and in-
structors were not available in some systems. This affected aircrew training as well
as the balance between enlisted skill levels (3-level vs. 5/7-levels). LD/HD commu-
nities are affected the roost if aircraft and instructors are not available to train ini-
tial qualification students in career fields that are already stressed. OPTEMPO also
affects equipment and supplies as they are used at a faster rate as the level of de-
mand increases for contingencies. While we have experienced reconstitution success
and returned to our Air Expeditionary Forces Battle Rhythm for most assets, in-
creased OPTEMPO would have further impacts on our readiness.

Aging aircraft are also a concern as the average age of the total fleet is now 23
years. Technical surprises such as those driven by high cycle fatigue, corrosion, and
aging composites may impact the future reliability/maintainability of our fleet and
reduce our ability to preserve its readiness.

General HULY. The Marine Corps’ primary readiness concerns for the coming year
are the management of the operational tempo (OPTEMPO) of our units, active and
Reserve, and the effect on personnel tempo (PERSTEMPO), as well as the repair
or replacement of equipment as we support operational commitments worldwide.

Prior to September 2001, the Marine Corps maintained a 2.7:1 unit-level rotation
ratio. As a result of operational commitments in support of the global war on terror-
ism, our OPTEMPO has increased to a 1:1 ratio. Our near-term goal is to return
to a 2:1 ratio by fiscal year 2006.

The Marine Corps’ back-to-back participation in OIF I&II is straining our mate-
riel readiness, particularly the maintenance of our Maritime Prepositioning Force
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equipment. Presently, we are meeting our operational requirements within the con-
straints of our fiscal year 2004 global war on terrorism funding and depot mainte-
nance capabilities.

PREPOSITIONED STOCKS

77. Senator AKAKA. General Huly, you state that reconstituting the Marine Corps’
maritime prepositioning squadrons will be a challenge for the next few years, and
that right now, only one of the three squadrons is available for contingency re-
sponse. Are we using any equipment from that squadron in Haiti?

General HULY. Currently, no prepositioned equipment and supplies are being used
in support of operations being conducted in Haiti. Marine units are using their or-
ganic assets for that mission.

78. Senator AKAKA. General Huly, what risks are associated with there only being
one maritime prepositioning squadron available?

General HuLy. This question should also be directed to combatant commanders
since they are the ones who are actually supported with the prepositioned squad-
rons. The Marine Corps’ role is merely a force provider in support of combatant com-
mander requirements. That said, the combatant commanders who are most directly
impacted by the one squadron currently offloaded and the other squadron currently
cycling through maintenance have assessed the risks entailed with this situation.
Risks are deemed mitigated through various global sourcing and use of CONUS-
based units and equipment sets. This will add strategic lift requirements to Com-
mander, U.S. Transportation Command (CDRUSTRANSCOM); therefore, I rec-
ommend this question be directed toward the CDRUSTRANSCOM staff with an eye
toward gauging the impact of moving globally sourced and/or CONUS based assets
to support combatant command requirements. If events remain as currently sched-
uled, spring 2005 is when we expect to have our second squadron complete its main-
tenance cycle and fully capable of supporting combatant commander assigned mis-
sions. However, between now and then, individual ships from that squadron will be
completing their maintenance actions. This translates to the following: By April
2004, two ships will ready; by July 2004, three ships will be ready; by December
2004, four ships will be ready; and the final ship of that squadron becomes ready
by March 2005. The third squadron will then commence its maintenance cycle and
is scheduled to conclude that cycle by spring 2006.

79. Senator AKAKA. General Casey, what is the status of Army prepositioned
equipmg}nt and what risks are there to it not being fully available for some time
to come?

General CASEY. APS reset actions have been accomplished on APS—4 (Korea), two
ammunition ships, the 1 x 1 for Guam/Saipan, and the 1 x 1 for Diego Garcia, which
is being prepared to go afloat. Additionally, 48 percent of the combat support/combat
service support equipment for the second large-medium speed roll-on/roll-off ship for
Guam/Saipan has been removed from Southwest Asia (SWA) and is undergoing re-
pair in Charleston, South Carolina. The Army will attempt to complete fill of this
ship; however, continued use of APS equipment in SWA may prevent this.

Currently, the Army has adequate combat power in APS to support one swiftly
defeat the effort scenario and other contingencies, as directed. The APS—4 (Korea)
brigade set is in a “ready to fight” condition. The combat power in the two afloat
brigade sets is rated green. Lacking is the equipment needed to support these sets
for an extended period of time once employed.

The continued use of APS equipment to support current operations in SWA does
present limited risk to possible near term Army operations. These risks have been
identified and mitigation strategies have been reviewed and implemented. The
Army leadership has determined that the best use of APS equipment currently is
to support operations in SWA and future Operation Iraqi Freedom rotations.

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BILL NELSON

80. Senator BiLL NELSON. General Casey, at the January 2004 Senate Armed
Services Committee hearing with the Joint Chiefs, I asked the Chief of Staff of the
Army, General Schoomaker, about a decision in the DOD fiscal year 2005 budget
process that reduced funding for Army Guard and Reserve training by $600 million.
At the time of the hearing, General Schoomaker and Lieutenant General Steve
Blum (Chief of the National Guard Bureau) did not seem fully aware of the specific
nature of this reduction. The Army has had time to research this. I have been told
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privately that this reduction is a heavy hit on the Reserve component readiness and
that it has a significant negative impact on the Guard and Reserve ability to reset
the force returning from Operation Iraqi Freedom. It seems contradictory to want
to reset the Army, both active and Reserve components, without the required funds
in hand or a supplemental planned; and, it seems potentially disastrous for the Re-
serve component to try to reset its force when they are already $600 million behind
their peacetime requirement. Please provide the committee with an update on the
resolution of this situation.

General CASEY. The Reserve component training budget ensures the funds nec-
essary to conduct military occupational specialty training (individual training), pro-
fessional military education training (leader training), and the necessary operational
tempo to support collective training for those units preparing for mobilization and
deployment while in a Reserve status, as well as enabling recently demobilized units
to maintain their readiness edge. The Army is committed to ensuring that any fu-
ture Reserve component cost avoidance will be used for resetting its Reserve compo-
nent units. In addition, the Army plans to address both Active and Reserve compo-
nent unfunded reset requirements in the fiscal year 2005 supplemental request.

[Whereupon, at 4:20 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN ENSIGN, CHAIRMAN

Senator ENSIGN. The Readiness and Management Support Sub-
committee meets this afternoon to receive testimony on the state
of financial management within the Department of Defense (DOD).
We are honored to have both the Comptroller General of the
United States, David Walker, and the Under Secretary of Defense,
Comptroller, Dov Zakheim, before us today.

I welcome both of you. I understand that Secretary Zakheim will
return to the private sector after April 15. I want to thank him not
only for his appearance today but for the service he has given our
Nation as the Under Secretary of Defense.

Though some may consider this a somewhat arcane topic, the
presence of both of you here demonstrates the high level of atten-
tion this subject demands. Proper financial management and accu-
rate reporting of how defense dollars are spent are critical require-
ments for decisionmakers and those responsible for oversight of
those decisions.

(125)
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Lack of auditable and repeatable financial statements may call
into question the resource decisions made within the Department
and make carrying out our constitutional responsibilities for over-
sight of those decisions more difficult. The American taxpayers de-
serve better; and working together, we must do better.

Two years ago, this subcommittee, under Senator Akaka’s leader-
ship, met and received testimony from the same two witnesses be-
fore us today. That hearing proved very informative in discussing
the shortfalls of financial management within the Department of
Defense and in laying out a framework to address those problems.

Today we are here to receive an update of that hearing. I would
especially appreciate your straightforward assessment of the
progress made and the obstacles remaining toward achieving clean,
auditable statements and developing accurate and timely financial
management information to support effective decisionmaking in the
Department of Defense.

Two years ago, Secretary Zakheim presented a plan to develop
a comprehensive architecture for financial management systems.
While it appears those plans and time lines were optimistic, it is
also apparent that progress has been made. DOD has reported
progress in several areas, including: reported improvements in con-
tract payment backlogs and payment recording errors; improved
purchase and travel card management; the number of purchase
cards has been reduced by 50 percent—travel card delinquencies
are down; and there was the completion of an initial draft financial
management enterprise architecture in May 2003.

As we enter another election season and as you, Secretary
Zakheim, prepare to step down from your post, I am concerned that
such gains may be lost during any transition period, regardless of
who wins the next election. Previous administrations have
launched reform efforts, only to be replaced by the reform efforts
of succeeding administrations or Pentagon leadership teams. Al-
ready the separate Services have briefed the committee on their fi-
nancial management systems plans that include milestones in con-
flict with the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)-established
time lines and funding shortfalls.

We must continue the progress made in this vital area of finan-
cial management reform. We owe the American taxpayer no less.
Improving DOD’s financial management will require the support of
several more successive administrations. In that light, as you
present your testimony, can either of you suggest possible legisla-
tive actions or funding requirements, that Congress may make to
ensure that the progress gained so far will not be lost and a solid
foundation will remain for continued financial management im-
provement?

Gentlemen, thank you again for the time to appear before the
subcommittee today. I look forward to your testimony.

But first, Senator Akaka, do you have any opening remarks?

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. AKAKA

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I, too,
want to welcome our two witnesses, Secretary Zakheim and Comp-
troller General Walker, to this hearing. This is a follow-up, as was
mentioned by the chairman, of a hearing 2 years ago on the same
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subject. I believe today that the Department will never be managed
efficiently until it can get its financial house in order.

When we met 2 years ago, DOD Comptroller Dov Zakheim told
us that the Department was committed to the highest levels of ad-
dressing problems in the Department’s financial management sys-
tems. He told us that the Department would establish a new finan-
cial management systems architecture, covering all of the Depart-
ment’s business systems within a year. He told us that he would
start implementing DOD-wide solutions, on a prototype basis, by
the middle of 2003. He told us that he would control the Depart-
ment’s investments in free-standing business systems until the new
plan was in place to avoid expenditures on stand-alone systems
that would not meet the Department’s needs.

I know that Dr. Zakheim has retained his commitment to this
issue throughout his tenure as DOD Comptroller. Unfortunately, it
does not appear that he has been able to overcome the Depart-
ment’s institutional resistance to change. Two years after our last
hearing, the Department still does not have a working blueprint for
a new financial management system, still has not started to field
new systems based on such a road map, and still does not have an
effective system in place to control and coordinate investments in
business systems by individual DOD organizations.

In short, we are pretty much where we started. I hope that to-
day’s hearing will give us an opportunity to focus not only on what
has gone wrong but on how we can move forward in a constructive
way to address the underlying problems. So, I look forward to the
testimony of our witnesses, Mr. Chairman.

Senator ENSIGN. Thank you, Senator Akaka.

Mr. Walker, why do you not start us off today?

STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID M. WALKER, COMPTROLLER GEN-
ERAL OF THE UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OF-
FICE (GAO)

Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Akaka. It is a
pleasure to be back before you. I want to commend this subcommit-
tee for staying with this issue. I mean, like so many issues that
have been decades in the making, it is going to take time to be able
to deal with it. We are going to go from patience, to persistence,
to perseverance, to pain before ultimately we prevail. But it is im-
portant that we do prevail.

I think the bottom line would be as follows: During the last 2
years, progress has been made, but much work remains to be done.
Sounds like a GAO report, does it not?

I think we have to keep in mind that it took decades for DOD
to get in the position where it is, that DOD is number one in the
world in fighting and winning armed conflicts. Nobody is even
close. But as I have said before, they are a D, graded on a curve,
in economy, efficiency, transparency, and accountability.

There is no question that Secretary Zakheim, all the way up to
Secretary Rumsfeld, has been dedicated to trying to deal with the
process problems of which financial management is only a sub-set
of a much bigger management challenge. They have made some
progress. But I think that it is going to take considerably more
time before they are going to ultimately prevail.



128

With regard to financial management, there has been a date set
by DOD and by the administration to try to achieve a clean opinion
on the financial statements of DOD, namely for fiscal year 2007.
I think that is an ambitious and an aggressive date. But obviously,
I think it is important that you have some goals and milestones,
and you try to do what you can to try to hit them.

Clearly, the lack of an opinion on the financial statements of the
Department of Defense is the single largest obstacle to the GAO
being able to render an opinion on the consolidated financial state-
ments of the U.S. Government.

You also mentioned, Senator Akaka, about the issue of the enter-
prise architecture. First, it was talked about as a financial manage-
ment system. Financial management is a sub-set of an overall busi-
ness management information system. Yes, they do have the first
version of an enterprise architecture but they have much more
work to do. It is my understanding they expect to come up with at
least a couple of other versions of that architecture this year.

In my opinion, Mr. Chairman and Senator Akaka, I think if you
look on page 9 and page 15 of my testimony, I talk about some of
the underlying causes for the current challenges and some of the
ways forward in key for successful reform. I will just mention a
couple of things off the top of my head and then turn it over to Sec-
retary Zakheim to be able to cover his opening remarks.

In my view, there are several things that are going to be abso-
lutely essential, two of which may require legislation. We need to
have a top-level management official at level-two level within DOD.
It could be Deputy Secretary for Management; it could be Principal
Under Secretary for Management; call it whatever you want—the
title is not important. However, the level-two is important. This po-
sition should be focused full time on trying to deal with DOD’s
business transformational challenges. That means financial man-
agement, information technology, human capital strategy, contract
management, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera.

DOD has currently 9 of 25 high-risk areas in the Federal Gov-
ernment. The Secretary, the Deputy Secretary, the Under Secretar-
ies, including Secretary Zakheim, have full-time jobs just dealing
with the tremendous complexity of the Department of Defense,
which is arguably the largest single entity on Earth, as a single en-
tity.

So, we need somebody focused full time with the responsibility
and the accountability to make progress with regard these chal-
lenges on a strategic, integrated basis. We have recommended that
there be statutory criteria for what type of experience the person
should have. This is not a policy person. This is a management and
leadership professional.

This person could come from the private sector, they could come
from the public sector. But the fact of the matter is that they would
have to have demonstrated successful experience in similar posi-
tions and also have some understanding of how the Federal Gov-
ernment operates and, hopefully, the Department of Defense. They
need to have a term appointment, preferably 5 to 7 years; they
need to have a performance contract; and, they need to be held ac-
countable for results.



129

Second, we also need to look at how DOD’s resources are allo-
cated, especially for systems development on the business side, and
to have more control over those resources by the functional areas,
or the so-called domains, rather than by the Services. I think that
it is critically important to make sure that we do not have every-
body doing their own thing and a further balkanization of the busi-
ness side of the house.

Third, Congress gave the Department of Defense the National
Security Personnel System Act, which gives the Department an op-
portunity to fundamentally reform its human capital policies and
practices. Secretary of the Navy Gordon England is taking a lead-
ership role here, along with Under Secretary of Defense for Person-
nel and Readiness David Chu. One key here will be to make sure
that in implementing that legislation that DOD aligns their institu-
tional, unit, and the individual performance measurement reward
systems to try to achieve desired outcomes and to also do it in a
way that prevents abuse of employees. I think this is critically im-
portant.

If you do these three things, and if you have sustained attention
on these issues over a period of time, I think we can eventually
solve the problem. I question whether we will ever solve the prob-
lem if we do not do at least those three things.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Walker follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY DAVID M. WALKER

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: It is a pleasure to be back
again to discuss financial management and related business transformation efforts
at the Department of Defense (DOD). At the outset, I would like to thank the sub-
committee for having this hearing and acknowledge the important role hearings
such as this one serve in providing a catalyst for business transformation at DOD.
The involvement of this subcommittee is critical to ultimately assuring public con-
fidence in DOD as a steward that is accountable for its finances. DOD’s substantial
longstanding financial and business management problems adversely affect the
economy, effectiveness, and efficiency of its operations, and have resulted in a lack
of adequate transparency and appropriate accountability across all major business
areas. As a result, DOD does not have timely, reliable information for management
to use in making informed decisions. Further, as our reports continue to show, these
problems result in significant fraud, waste, and abuse and hinder DOD’s attempts
to develop world-class operations and activities to support its forces. Of the 25 areas
on GAO’s government-wide “high risk” list, 6 are DOD program areas, and the De-
partment shares responsibility for 3 other high-risk areas that are government-wide
in scope.! The problems we continue to identify relate to human capital challenges,
ineffective internal control and processes, and duplicative and stovepiped business
systems. The seriousness of DOD’s financial management weaknesses underscores
the importance of no longer condoning “status quo” business operations at DOD.

Although the underlying operational conditions remain fundamentally unchanged
since I last testified before this subcommittee in March 2002, DOD has taken action
to begin addressing a number of these challenges as part of its business trans-
formation effort. Business transformation has been a priority of Secretary Rumsfeld.
For example, DOD has been granted additional human capital flexibilities and is
in the process of developing a new personnel management system for its civilian em-
ployees. In addition, through its Business Management Modernization Program
(BMMP), DOD is continuing its efforts to develop and implement a business enter-

1U.S. General Accounting Office, High-Risk Series: An Update, GAO-03-119 (Washington,
DC: January 2003). The nine interrelated high-risk areas that represent the greatest challenge
to DOD’s development of world-class business operations to support its forces are: contract man-
agement, financial management, human capital management, information security, support in-
frastructure management, inventory management, real property, systems modernization, and
weapon systems acquisition.
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prise architecture and establish effective management and control over its business
system modernization investments. To date, however, tangible evidence of improve-
ments in DOD business operations remains limited to specific business process
areas, such as DOD’s purchase card program, where improvements have generally
resulted from increased management focus and better internal control rather than
from major modifications to automated systems. It is important to note that some
of the key elements I highlight in this testimony as necessary for successful busi-
ness transformation were critical to the success of several narrowly defined initia-
tives that I will discuss today.

Because DOD is one of the largest and most complex organizations in the world,
overhauling its financial management and related business operations represents a
huge management challenge. In fiscal year 2003, DOD reported that its operations
involved over $1 trillion in assets, nearly $1.6 trillion in liabilities, approximately
3.3 million military and civilian personnel, and disbursements of over $416 billion.
Moreover, execution of DOD operations spans a wide range of defense organizations,
including the military services and their respective major commands and functional
activities, numerous large defense agencies and field activities, and various combat-
ant and joint operational commands that are responsible for military operations for
specific geographic regions or theaters of operations. To execute these military oper-
ations, the department performs an assortment of interrelated and interdependent
business process areas, including logistics management, procurement, healthcare
management, and financial management. Secretary Rumsfeld has estimated that
successful improvements to DOD’s business operations could save the department
5 percent of its budget a year. Using DOD’s reported fiscal year 2004 budget
amounts, this percentage would equate to approximately $22 billion a year in sav-
ings.

Two years ago, I testified on the challenges DOD faces in transforming its finan-
cial management and related business operations and systems, and I discussed sev-
eral key elements necessary for reform to succeed.2 If the past has taught us any-
thing, it is that addressing the Department’s serious financial and related business
process weaknesses will not be easy. For several years, we have reported on DOD’s
efforts to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of its business operations and ac-
tions needed to achieve and sustain reform. Many of the same underlying causes,
such as lack of sustained leadership, cultural resistance to change, parochialism,
and stovepiped operations, that impeded the success of previous administrations in
addressing DOD’s problems continue today. If DOD is unable to address these un-
derlying causes that have resulted in the failure of previous broad-based reform ef-
forts, improvements will remain marginal, confined to narrowly defined business
process areas and incremental improvements in human capital policies, business
processes, internal control systems, and information technologies.

Today, I will provide my perspectives on: (1) the impact that long-standing finan-
cial management and related business process weaknesses continue to have on
DOD’s business operations; (2) underlying causes that have impeded the success of
prior efforts; (3) keys to successful reform; and (4) the status of current DOD busi-
ness transformation efforts. In addition, I will offer two suggestions for legislative
consideration, which I believe will provide the sustained top-level leadership and ac-
countability necessary for the overall business transformation effort to succeed. My
statement is based on p